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Till3 .study ■r•.g ,1'iMarlly concerned ’/Itil the estab­
lishing of ...ass—fail joints lr. the grading of bn.3lc 
College -tuclents on a iiusls of the effort being made by 
lo*--anility students. The general iiy . othesi : grogosed 
by tne Basic College 'v:ucr tlon .l Fe search Co. J-.ittee was 
that “among a grou;; of .student , all low in ability, 
effort .should be a significant factor differentiating 
t.;o.;e ho ;"asa from those aaio fail,"

The low ability .grou; aaa composed of laO freshmen 
who receive.' lo .- scores on the 19^9 -dition of the „mieri- 
can Council on Education Psychological dxaminution wuring 
the Fall auarter, 19i?d orientation grogr&m .-'.net who failed 
to increase tiiwir score a r-'Ciaoly on a re-test. Inform- 
tion relative to tiie at\' ienta' :tu::yinc; - as obtained by 

means of question.*'. ire • sent to tar- students themselves, 
to .'.ori.itory asoi tunts living in the same housing units 

tne stuaents, arm to in at-uc tor a having the students 
in t a lr cla- es. bach instructor rated his tudents 
twice during t.ie quarter.

The study was restricted, to fir st—quarter subjects 
uel.ng offered oy the Basic C o l l e g e  luring fall term.
These ere Ba.^ic 1 1 1 , fir?t in a year* s sequence in 
Communication Bkills, and b a s i c  ldl, first In tiie Batural 
icience e^uence.



booled ratings of the students* effort were obtained 
and correlntiona net -een the pooled ratings and grades 
received in Basic 111 and Basic lbl were commuted. There 
•an such a weak relationship between the grades and pooled 
effort rs,tings that it was not possible to establish the 
desired pass—fall points. Comparisons of the effort rat­
ings iunde by the various observers suggested that they 
have little in common and might be too crude for discrim­
inating between passing and failing stuaents. hore re­
fined instruments are recommended for future studies.

There seemed tu be little relationship- between the 
greaictlun by the American Council on education psychol­
ogical hxamlnation and the grn.dea tiie students received.
, .any capable stuuentr 'ere included in the lo* ’ ability 
grou. - ~ tu.i - -111 is iio - ere not in unnger of failing re­
gardless of effort. Better r- iiotion v;il3 be necessary 
if future studies of till - type are to succeed.

Tiie bo.sic College nas a general policy that: ‘•In­
structors* grades and exomin tion grades should meaning­
fully su ;ple; /mt, rather thr n duplicate each other." A 
-.-Con-i. ur. u a  of tuls stu g  to investigate -nether
such m--anlngf ul u ..le.antstlon I” be in-videiiced. This 
Investigation utI3 is.ed v. tings on the students* general



attitude and ratings on tne students' ability that 
•ere made by the basic 111 ana basic lbl instructors.
It furth-.r utilized the students* stated interest in 
the respective courses,

Tiie evidence indicates that there might be mean­
ingful supplementation uith regard to factors involved 
in the -tudents' general attitude, Houever, in the case 
of instructors* Judgments c.s to students* ability to raeet 
course requirements tder- n rc to be su p;.-lamentation 
out not n---.nin.gful su;•rler.i-ntnticn. It 1- recommended 
til t more extensive study oe un'ertnhen to discover 
aerein the in- truetors• grades might more meaningfully 
su; pies.tent final examination grades.
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION

Michigan State College has traditionally emphasized 
technical training. Established in 1855 as the first of 
the state colleges of agriculture, it became, under pro­
visions of the Morrill Act, one of the nation*s land grant 
colleges. It has tried through the years to meet the needs 
of its people and to provide them with a useful education.

The original Agriculture College of Michigan in­
cluded “Political Economy1' and “Natural Philosophy" in 
its curriculum along with surveying and leveling and the 
more strictly agricultural subjects. It stressed the use, 
understanding, and appreciation of the English language.^-

In recent years, under the inspiring leadership of 
President John A. Hannah, Michigan State College has rec­
ognized the need for giving all undergraduate students a 
greater breadth of educational experience than that attain­
ed in the prerequisite courses of the various technical 
fields. As a result of this recognition, and consistent 
with its established tradition of providing a useful edu­
cation to meet the needs of its people, Michigan State

•^Dressel, Paul L. and Others. Comprehensive Examinations 
in a Program of General Education. Michigan State Coll­
ege Press, East Lansing. 19^9. 165 pp.
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College developed a program of general education having 
the following broad objectives:

“The following outcomes are considered not only use­
ful, but also fundamental to a sound educational experience 
for all Michigan State College students: to be able to
write and speak clearly, concisely, and effectively, and 
to be able to understand, appreciate, and evaluate crit­
ically the written and spoken word; to know something of 
the biological and physical sciences, not merely from the 
professional's viewpoint, but more particularly in respect 
to their impacts on everyday living and thinking; to have 
an Interest in, and. a knowledge of, personal, family, soc­
ial, and civic affairs; to be acquainted with the facts of 
history, particularly the history of selected periods most 
significant in relation to the world of today; to have an 
appreciation of the cultures, past and present, expressed 
in literature, music, and art.

The Basic College, the administrative unit responsible 
for the general education program of Michigan State College, 
was organized in 1 9 ^  to help all students of Michigan State 
College attain the objectives stated above. As originally 
organized, it Included seven departments which were reor­
ganized into four departments beginning with fall quarter,

2Ibid, p.l
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1952, the period of this study. The four organizational 
areas are now: Communication Skills, Natural Science,
Social Science, and Humanities, This study will be con­
cerned with two of these, namely: Communication Skills
and Natural Science.

Michigan State College recognizes the need in present- 
day society for highly trained specialists, but at the 
same time feels that there is a core of educational ex­
perience that should be shared by all students, regard­
less of their special interests.

Howard C. Rather, former Dean of the Basic College 
has stated: "The Basic College Program is designed to
make sure that no undergraduate at Michigan State College 
follows a specialized program so intensively that in the 
end he knows too little of the relation of his own spec­
ialty to other activities and to the needs of society as 
a whole. It is designed to build specialized training, 
where desirable, on a broader foundation. It is designed 
to give each student - whether he be an eventual specialist 
or not - the opportunity for knowledge, skill, understand­
ing, appreciation, and thinking in diverse ways, so that 
he may develop as a well rounded individual, capable of 
adjustment to changing conditions; capable not only of
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rendering service on a Job, but also of utilizing effect­
ively those nonwork, nonsleep hours that constitute so 
important a part of the good life."3

Dean Rather also pointed out that the students start­
ing this program of general education are being taught by 
staff members who are trained and primarily Interested in 
general education under an administrative unit that rec­
ognizes and promotes good teaching with rewards in salary, 
rank, and professional advancement fully equal to those 
granted for research, writing, or any other educational 
activity.

While the total enrollment in the Basic College has 
been large, special effort has been made to keep the 
classes small to provide each instructor an opportunity 
for becoming bitter acquainted with his students. The 
instructors whose ratings are reported in this study had 
thirty students or less in their classes.

As the Basic College was originally organized, the 
students' grades in their Basic courses were determined 
solely on a basis of their performance on comprehensive 
examinations. These examinations covered the full year's 
work (Fall, Winter and Spring quarters) for each course 
of study. The comprehensive examinations were developed

3 Ibid, p.3
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cooperatlvely by a committee from the department con­
cerned and an independent Board of Examiners.

While such an examining and grading system has 
much to be said for it, there has continued to be some 
feeling on the part of the faculty that quarter by 
quarter grades should be given and that the grade should 
be partially determined by the instructor* s appraisal of 
the student's ability and performance. Such a system has 
recently been adopted for the Basic College. During fall 
quarter, 1952, the period of this study, the instructor's 
grade had equal weighting with the final examination 
grade in the determination of the course grade.

Under its general policy for the determination of 
grades, the Basic College has listed:

“The instructor's grade will be based 
on such evidence as is, in his Judg­
ment, appropriate and is in accordance 
with policies determined by his depart­
ment and/or the dean.

Instructors' grades and examination 
marks should meaningfully supplement 
rather than duplicate each other.
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and
The distribution of term grades should 
conform as closely as possible to the 
percentage distribution:
A 7-11 B 25-29 C 45-J+9 D 12-16 F 0-5."

Because the percentage distribution of scores was 
arbitrarily determined and because studies of the actual
distributions of scores Indicated that grading practices 
in the Basic College might not be as generous as those in 
comparable educational units elsewhere, Dr, C, E, Erickson, 
present Dean, requested that the Basic College Educational 
Research Committee "give some study to the problem of 
assignment of marks with the purpose in mind of arriving 
at a plan which might replace the Interim one of assign­
ing marks according to a specified distribution,

The Research Committee first established the most 
Important functions or purposes of marks, the major de­
sirable qualities of a mark, and the major bases for de­
termining marks as seen by the faculty of the Basic 
College. It then undertook three essentially different 
studies to accumulate evidence upon the problem of assign-

^Baslc College Educational Research Committee. The Ass­
ignment of Term Marks in the Basic College. Mimeograph­
ed Report. Michigan State College. 13 numb, leaves.
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ing term marks.
Each study attempted to answer one of the following 

questions:
1. "Are students In Basic courses working any­

where close to the level which might be ex­
pected of them In terms of their ability?

2. How does the distribution of marks given in 
Basic courses at M. S. C. compare with dis­
tributions for other freshman and sophomore 
courses, both at M.S.C. and at other similar 
institutions?

3. Is there agreement among Basic College staff 
members of a given Basic course as to the 
level of achievement which should character­
ize a given letter grade?"-5

In trying to answer the first question, three approach 
es were made. One was by referring to residence hall re­
ports to locate students reported as not working. "The 
assumption on which this approach was based was that stu­
dents of low ability reported as not working should usu­
ally receive D 1s or F*s in Basic courses. If not, and

-^Baslc College Educational Research Committee. The Ass­
ignment of Term Marks in the Basic College. Mimeograph 
ed Report. Michigan State College. March 1953. 9
numb, leaves.
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if the residence hall reports on this point have much 
validity. It would seem that the average level of achieve­
ment Is too low. One study was made on this point for 
students of Spring (Sic ) 1951, "but the rating on effort 
used (31c i was rather informal and unreliable. Hence, 
a request was made to the residence hall staff for cooper­
ation on a special report, twice during the Winter Term 
1952, of those individuals deemed to be making no schol­
astic effort. These reports were obtained, analyzed, and 
the results separately reported in a mimeographed state­
ment. Essentially It was found that there was no mean­
ingful relationship between residence hall reports on 
work or lack of it by students and the grades obtained in 
Basic courses.

MA more exacting study was undertaken during Fall 
1952. This approach Involved the obtaining of reports 
from residence halls, from Instructors, from the Counsel­
ing Center, from Improvement Services, and from the stu­
dents themselves as to the effort made. The general hy­
pothesis was that among a group of students, all low in 
ability, effort should be a significant factor different­
iating those who pass from those who fall.

6Ibid.
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The study with which this thesis is concerned under­
took to investigate for the Basic College Educational Re­
search Committee whether a pass-fail point might be es­
tablished for Basic College grading purposes on a basis 
of the effort made by students to meet their course re­
quirements, as reported by all available campus sources 
of information.

A further purpose of this dissertation is to show what 
relationships exist between the marks given in the Basic 
111 and Basic 121 courses and factors such as the student's 
stated interest in the course, his apparent ability to 
meet the course requirements, his general attitude toward 
the course as appraised by his Instructor, and the effort 
that he put forth to master the material of the course as 
judged by various observers.

The Basic College Educational Research Committee 
found the major factors listed by Basic College teachers 
as entering into the determination of their grades to be:

1. "Knov/ledge of the specific materials 
covered in the course.

2. Proficiency, Intellectual skills, or 
abilities listed as course objectives.

3. The improvement made by a student during 
the course.
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4. Attitudes toward society, the course, or 
the instructor demonstrated by behavior, 
effort, enthusiasm, and cooperation on 
the positive side, or by inattention, 
lack of cooperation, or absence on the 
negative side."7 

The Research Committee felt that the first two factors 
were more likely to possess the desirable qualities of 
“objectivity, reliability, uniformity, and validity"® 
than other factors in the complex that enters into de­
cisions on marks.

This dissertation is primarily interested in a 
factor, namely the students' study effort, that is not 
included in the first two considerations listed above.
It has as a secondary purpose the study of other such 
factors that enter into the determination of the in­
structor1 s mark.

One of the specifications for determining grades in 
Basic College was: “Instructors' grades and examination

73aslc College Educational Research Committee. The Ass­
ignment of Term Marks in the Basic College. Mimeograph­
ed Report. Michigan State College. 13 numb, leaves.

®Basic College Educational Research Committee. The Ass­
ignment of Term Marks in the Basic College. Mimeograph­
ed Report. Michigan 3tate College. March 1953. 9 numb, 
leaves.
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grade a should meaningfully supplement rather than dup­
licate each other."9 This study Investigates whether 
personal factors such as the student* s stated Interest 
In the course, the instructor's appraisal of the student's 
general attitude toward the course, and the instructor's 
opinion as to the student's ability to meet the course re­
quirements enter into the instructor's mark to a greater 
extent than they do to the final examination score. To 
do this, each factor must be studied In turn and many re­
lationships and inter-relationships between factors must 
be examined to discover the composition of the instructor's 
mark if that can be found.

Answers to the following list of questions will aid 
in determining whether instructors' marks "meaningfully 
supplement" the final examination grades.

1. Is the Instructor's appraisal of the student's 
general attitude toward the course related to:

(a) the final examination score?
(b) the instructor's end-of-quarter mark?
(c) the student's stated interest in the 

course?

^Baslc College. Policies and Procedures for Term End Ex­
aminations and Term Grades in the Basic College. Unpub­
lished Booklet. Michigan State College. 13 numb, leaves.



Is the Instructor's estimate of the student's 
ability to meet the course requirements re­
lated to:

(a) A.C.E. Test-retest Average of the
student?

(b) similar estimate by an instructor 
in another subject matter field?

(c) a second estimate of the same thing 
by the same instructor?

(d) the final examination score?
(e) the instructor's end-of-quarter mark?
(f) the ability level of the student?
(g) the student's apparent attitude to­

ward the course?
(h) the mid-term grade given by the in­

structor?
Is the Instructor's rating of the student's effort 
toward mastering the skills and materials of the 
course related to:

(a) a second rating of the same factor by 
the same instructor about the same 
student?

(b) the final examination score?
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(c) the instructor’s end-of-quarter 
mark?

(d) the number of hours per week the 
student states that he has spent 
studying the subject?

4. Is the student's stated interest in the course 
related to:

(a) the final examination score?
(b) the instructor's end-of-quarter 

mark?
Cc) the ability level of the student?

5. Are there factors entering into the instructor's 
marks that are not meaningful in supplementing 
the final examination grades?

Communication Skills (Basic 111-112-113) and Natural 
Science (Basic 121-122-123) were chosen for the purpose 
of this study because they were the two Basic College 
courses normally taken by entering freshmen*. Since the 
study was primarily interested in the low-ablllty students 
students who might be barely passing or in danger of fall­
ing, and since some of these students might not be enroll­
ed for more than their first quarter, it was deemed necess 
ary to confine the study to the first quarter's work. 
Hence, the study was restricted to Basic 111 and Basic 121
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Thls proved to be a fortunate choice, since In those 
two areas there Is greater opportunity for the Instructors 
to become acquainted •with the inalvidual students than In 
either Social Science or Humanities courses where classes 
are considerably larger.

More than 3000 students were enrolled in Basic 111 
during fall quarter, 1932. These students were registered 
for a one-hour lecture session each week, accommodating 
many students, and were also registered for four hours 
per week in small laboratory sections devoted to discuss­
ion, reading, writing, and speaking. There were more than 
one hundred laboratory sections and the enrollment in each 
was limited to thirty or fewer students. Some Instructors 
had only one of these sections, while other Instructors 
were in charge of two, three, or four sections each. Each 
Instructor was assigned by his Head of Department to teach 
his particular sections and that assignment was made with­
out knowledge as to which particular students might be in 
the sections concerned.

The students were signed into the sections without 
regard to which instructors might be in charge. Thus the 
student's interest in the course was not conditioned by 
his prior knowledge as to the instructor that he might have.

M
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The arrangements In Basic 121 were similar to those 
In Basic 111 with the exception that the students spent 
two hours per week in the large lecture sections and three 
hours per week in laboratory.

While the over-all course might have been the same 
for the students enrolled in Basic 111 (or Basic 121), the 
particular experience of one student In one section under 
one of the teachers would differ in many respects from the 
educational experience of another student either in that 
same section or in another section and under another in­
structor. These environmental differences will undoubtedly 
influence the findings of this study.



CHAPTER II

DEFINITION AND SELECTION OF LOW-ABILITY STUDENTS

The problem or establishing a pase-fall point by compar­
ing the grades received by low-abllity students who were def­
initely studying to those received by low-abillty students 
who were making little effort demanded that extra care be exer­
cised in selecting the low-abillty students. They should be 
students of such low academic ability that they would be in 
danger of failing if they made little effort to succeed.

The problem could have been attacked by first discover­
ing which students failed and which barely passed, then getting 
information about the studying they did during the previous 
quarter. This approach wr.s rejected because of the difficulty 
in getting reliable information in retrospect.

The method chosen for this study was to first predict 
as accurately as possible which students might be low in 
academic ability, then gather information about their study 
effort while they were making that effort. This information 
might then be compared to the grades the students received 
at the end of the quarter. The greatest obstacle to this 
approach is in obtaining a reliable and valid prediction of 
the student’s ability to meet the academic requirements of 
the Basic College courses.

Thus far there is no perfect predictive instrument 
available for determining academic success. The Basic College
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Educatlonal Research Committee in collaboration with the 
3oard of Examiners of Michigan State College decided to use 
the 19^9 edition of the American Council on Education Psycho­
logical Examination as the predictive instrument for this 
study. This decision was influenced by the availability of 
scores on that particular examination since all students are 
required to take it upon entering Michigan State College as 
part of the regular admissions procedure.

Although the A.C.E. Psychological Examination is widely 
used for indicating college aptitude, it was decided to be 
cautious in selecting the low-abillty group by using it twice 
instead of the usual once. Only the students that remained 
lov; on the second administration of the test would be included 
in the sample group and called low-abillty. While it was 
recognized that this woul . not guarantee the selection of all 
lowest-ability students (by academic standards), it was the 
best that could be done at the time with the instruments 
available.

The Research Committee realized that by selecting low- 
abillty students in this manner it might not find a sharp 
cleavage of grade between those students who were trying to 
succeed and those who were not. However, it felt that as a 
group the students making a sincere effort should get better 
grades than the low-effort students.
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The range of A.C.E. scores on all fall quarter, 1952 
fresiimen was divided into ten equal units. Each unit was 
approximately O.o of one standard deviation, under the assump­
tion of a normal distribution being dispersed ±  3  sigma about 
its mean. As the units were called standard scores, the en­
tire distribution was included in a range of ten standard 
scores. This method of reporting scores in terms of standard 
scores wqs common procedure for the Board of Examiners at 
Michigan State College.

Those fresiimen receiving A.C.E. Psychological scores in 
the lowest four standard scores of the entire distribution 
of scores were requested to retake the examination at a later 
date. This group, approximately 26 percent of the entire fresh­
man class, comprised those students having a raw score of 82 or 
below on the 19*+9 edition of the A.C.E. Psychological Examin­
ation. If their raw scores were £ 3  or less on the second ad­
ministration of the same test, they were considered to be low- 
ability students for the purpose of this study. The low-abllity 
group also included thirty students who did not take the 
Psycnological test the second time, but whose first scores 
were so low that it was very unlikely for them to raise the 
A.C.E. Psychological score appreciably on a second administration

One hundred and thirty-nine students were selected by 
the test-retest method described above, but nineteen were 
eliminated for one of the following reasons:
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1. It was desired to compare ratings and 
grades in Basic 111 with corresponding 
ratings and grades in 3asic 121. Those 
students not enrolled lor Doth subjects 
were dropped from the study,

2. It was desired that appraisals of the 
student's effort be given by the dorm­
itory assistants. Students not living 
in college dormitories were also ex­
cluded from the study.

3. Those students who dropped from college 
during the first quarter were also dropped 
from the study since it was impossible to 
obtain tneir grades and to obtain certain rat­
ings.

While this latter group might have included lowest- 
abillty students or students who quit when they encount­
ered some difficulty, there were so few (3 ) of them that 
excluding them would not noticeably affect the results of 
the study. In fact, there is no reason to believe that re­
sults based upon the original group of 1 3 9  students would 
differ significantly from results based upon the 1 2 0  students 
remaining in the study.

Any results of this study are to be interpreted in light 
of the group composition. "Low-abillty group" or "low-ability



3 tudentsM ae uaed In this study refer to students who re­
ceived A.C.E. Psychological Examination scores that were In 
the lowest four standard scores of the total freshman dis­
tribution and who did not improve that score sufficiently on 
a second administration of the same test to be excluded from 
the group.

It should be pointed out that these low-ablllty students 
did receive grades in Basic 111 and in Basic 121 that statis­
tically were significantly (5 /» level) lower than the grades 
received by the entire student population taking those courses. 
However, the low-ability group Included many students who re­
ceived C or better grades in the courses concerned. In fact,
51.3 percent of the low-ability group received C or better grades 
in Basic 111 and 41.1 percent did the same for Basic 121.
Tliis emphasizes the fact that while the group as a whole did 
more poorly than freshman students generally, many in the group 
would be considered good students. Because of this and other 
considerations to be discussed later in this dissertation, con­
clusions based upon the evidence to be presented might apply 
to the freshmen students generally rather than to the low - 
ability group exclusively.

These findings relative to the effectiveness of the Ameri­
can Council on Education Psychological Examination as an in­
strument for predicting first quarter scores or grades are in 
general agreement with studies made in other colleges. Some 
of these findings are as follows:
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Wagner and Strabel"^ report a correlation of 0,22 between 
A.C.E. Psychological test scores and the freshman-sophomore 
physical science average on 6 5 1  students enrolled at the Uni­
versity of Buffalo during the 1925-1929 period. They also
report a correlation of 0.40 between freshman English grades

2and A.C.E. scores for 6 0 I University of Buffalo students.
Q,uaid^ reports a correlation of 0.408 between the first 

semester average of college freshman marks at Philips Uni­
versity (1934-1935) and the A.C.E. scores for 14-0 students.

4Leaf showed the A.C.E, to be the poorest predictor of 
college success of all Instruments used in his study.

Froehllch^ reports a correlation of 0.554 between A.C.E. 
scores and grade point averages on the first quarter’s work 
for 1316 regular students at the University of Wisconsin.

I’Jagner, Mazie E. and Strabel, E. Predicting Success in 
College Physical Sciences. Science Education 19:4-9. 1935*

2 Wagner, Mazie E. and Strabel, E. Predicting Performance in 
College English. Journal of Educational Research 30:694-9. 
1937.

-^Quaid, T. D. D. A Study in the Prediction of College Fresh­
man Marks. Journal of Experimental Education 6 :350-75. 1933.

I

^Leaf, Curtis T. Prediction of College Marks. Journal of 
Experimental Education 8 : 303-?” 19415.

•^Froehllch, Gustav J. Academic Prediction at the Unlvers it* 
of Wisconsin. Journal of American Association of College 
PFeglstrars 17:65-76. October 1941.
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Brown^ states "— The students below the 20th percentile
on total (A.C.E,) score would not ordinarily be considered 
good college prospects, but almost half of them achieve a 
grade point average of C or better. 11 He reports correlations 
between the A.C.E. scores and grade point averages in "Quan­
titative Subjects" such as mathematics and science to be 0.40. 
Between the A.C.E. scores and grade point averages in "Lin­
guistic Subjects" such as English, social sciences, and lang­
uages, he found a correlation of 0.^4. His correlation be­
tween total A.C.E. scores and total grade point averages on 
all subjects turned out to be 0.4Q for the 124 members of his 
random sample selected from 1048 entering freshmen in the 
Liberal Arts Division of Long Beach City (Junior) College.?

Osborne, Sanders, and Greene0 found that "success in 
certain subject matter areas is predicted with markedly

lation of 0 .L7 between the A.C.E. and first-quarter grade point

Brown, Hugh S. Differential Prediction by the A.C..E. Jour­
nal of Educational Research 44: 116-121. October 1950.

7Brown, Hugh S. Differential Prediction by the A.C..E. Jour­
nal of Educational Research 44:116-121. October 1950.

°Gsbornc, R. Travis, Sanders, W. B. and Greene, J. E. The 
Differential Prediction of College Marks by A.C..E. Scores. 
Journal of Educational Re search 44:107-115. 1950.

^Jackson, Robert A., Member of Michigan State College Board 
of Examiners (Oral Communication)*

greater accuracy than in other subjects. The higher r's are 
found for the natural sciences and languages."

A further study reported by Jackson^ indicates a corre-
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averages for 2832 Michigan State College students based upon 
fall quarter grades, 1952. Jackson’s grou.p Included many, if 
not all, of the students in this study.

These studies suggest that by using bhe American Council 
on education Psychological Examination as a criterion of low 
no13lty it might not be possible to get & group of students 
who are truly low in academic ability - students who will be 
in danger of falling unless they put forth great effort. It 
is evident that members of the sample selected for this study 
were not all in danger of falling. This f*act will undoubtedly 
lessen the likelihood of establishing a pa.ss-fail point on a 
basis of student effort.

While the problem of predicting which, students were 
truly 1OV7 in academic ability was of vital Importance to the 
art of this study concerned with the establishment of a pass- 

fail point, it was not crucial to ether parts of the study.
Foi* instance: whether a student has low afbllity or not and
whether the Instructor can accurately estimate the student1e 
true ability or not, It is still of interest to discover the 
extent to which the instructor's rating of* the student's 
ability is reflected in the mark the instructor gives that 
student for his quarter's work.



CHAPTER III

l-IEASURABILITY OF THE VARIABLES

Three factors must be considered If the data of this 
study are to be properly Interpreted. These factors are:

1. The nature of the variables to be measured.
2 . The measuring Instruments and methods of appli­

cation.
3- The methods used for analyzing the data with the

assumptions and qualifications warranting their use.
This chapter Is p r i m a r i l y  concerned with the first fac­

tor in the list above. The remaining factors will be discus­
sed in successive chapters.

Thorndike has stated "Anything that exists at all exists 
in some amount. To know it thoroughly involves knowing its 
quantity as well as its quality. Education is concerned with 
changes In human beings; a change is a difference between two 
conditions; each of these conditions is known to us only by 
the products produced by it— things made, words spoken, acts 
performed, and the like. To measure any of these products 
means to define its amount in some way so that competent per­
sons will know hov; large it is, better than they would without 
measurement. To measure a product well means so to define its 
amount that competent persons will know hov/ large it is, with



some precision, and that this knov/ledge may be conveniently 
recorded and used.

Variables such as a student's Interest in a course of 
study, his general attitude toward that course, the effort 
that he makes to succeed in the course, and his ability to 
succeed are all recognized by teachers as existing. Hot only 
do teachers recognize the existence of these variables as an 
observable fact but s.-e them as existing in differing amounts 
in different students or in the same student at different 
cime s.

The fact that instructors in Basic 111 or Basic 121 
agree as to the existence of a particular variable such as a 
student's attitude toward their course does not imply that 
two or more instructors in the same subject matter area 
would agree as to the quality of a particular student's at­
titude - even though they were all to observe him in the 
same classroom and at the same time. Each instructor might 
have his own standard for rating the student on the variable 
under observation.

Concepts such as a student's general attitude toward a 
course are actually multi-dimensional. A student might be 
rated as having a good attitude because he appears interested

1Thorndike, E. L. The nature, Purpose and General Methods 
of Educational Products. 17th Yearbook, National Society 
for the Study of Education. Part 2. p. 16.
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ln the class discussions and In the recitations* Or, he might 
get the same rating because he askeu thoughtful questions - 
seemed to have Insight into the problems of the course. Or, 
again, he might seem eager to learn, or pay rapt attention to 
what the instructor says. All of these and many others are 
physical manifestations of tne student*s attitude toward the 
course as observed by the instructor concerned. And yet in 
spite of this multi-dlmensionallty, it is common practice 
for Instructors to regard a student as having a good (or 
other) attitude toward his course. Apparently, students are 
compared in the minds of their instructors according to a 
linear scale. This leads to the question: How well can
this multi-dlmenslonal variable be measured with a one-di­
mensional or linear rating scaley

Thurstone and Chave had a similar problem in measuring 
attitudes. They argued as follows: “When the idea of
measurement is applied to scholastic achievement, for exam­
ple, it is necessary to force the qualitative variations Into 
a scholastic linear scale of some kind. We Judge in a similar 
way qualities such as mechanical skill, the excellence of 
handwriting, and the amount of a man* s education as though 
these traits were strung out along a single scale, although 
they are, of course, in reality scattered in many dimensions.
As a matter of fact, we get along quite well with the concept

2Thurston, L. L. and Chave, E. J. The Measurement of Atti­
tude. University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 111. 1929. p. 10.



of a linear scale In describing traits even so qualitative 
as education, social and economic status, or beauty. A scale 
or linear continuum is implied when we say that a man has more 
education than another, or that a woman is more beautiful than 
another, even though, if pressed, we admit that perhaps the 
pair involved in each of the comparisons have little in common. 
It is clear that the linear continuum which is implied in a 
'more and less 1 Judgment may be conceptual, that it does not 
necessarily have the physical existence of a yardstick."

Apparently the instructor's linear rating of the stu­
dent's class attitude is not requiring any more "forcing" 
than the instructor's linear rating of the student's total 
performance during the quarter as indicated by the grades 
A, B, C, D, or F. At most, the error in appraising general 
class attitude is of no greater magnitude than the error in 
appraising total performance. Even though more accurate 
instruments for measuring general class attitude might be 
devised than were used in this study, no increase in accuracy 
might be expected in the comparisons of ratings with grades 
unless the grading system itself was refined.

It should be noted that the ratings obtained are but 
indices of the true situation. The fact that an instructor 
felt that a student had a good class attitude does not imply 
that the student himself or that other instructors would 
feel the same way about It. If, for instance, an instructor
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rates a student as having a good class attitude because the 
student appears to be eager to learn and is responsive to 
■che ideas of the instructor, there is no guarantee that the 
student is actually that way.

“But this discrepancy between the index and 'truth 1 is 
universal. When you want to know the temperature or your 
room, you look at the thermometer and use its reading as an 
index of temperature Just as though there were no error in 
the index and Just as though there were a single temperature 
reading which is the 'correct* one for the room.

Rating scale 3  such as those used for gathering information 
for this ̂ udy imply that the variable being observed is con­
sidered to be continuous - at least continuous in a certain 
range. For Instance, the rating scale from the “Special In­
formation Blank" (see Appendix):
Student's ability to meet the requirements of this course:Very Low Average Very High
 J. L L / / / / / /
Tills scale implies that Abi 1  ity_.might be rated as being some­
where from very low to very high, inclusive. Thurstone and 
Chave point out that such an assumption is rather common for 
measurement generally: "In ilmost every situation involving
measurement there is postulated an abstract continuum such
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as volume or temperature, and the allocation of* the thing
measured to that continuum is accomplished usually by Indirect
means through one or more indices. Truth is inferred only
from the relative consistency of the several indices, since

4it is never directly known, 11

The other variables of this study are also multi­
dimensional and are assumed to be continuous. The state­
ments above apply to them as well as to the instructor* s 
appraisal of the student's ability.

In attempting to get at the true situation relative 
to the amount of effort being made by the students, this 
study has included as many Indices as possible. Ratings 
were obtained from the Basic 111 and Basic 121 instructors 
having the low-abillty students in their classes. The stu­
dents themselves were asked to describe the studying that they 
did for their Basic College courses. Dormitory assistants 
were requested to complete a check list concerning the study­
ing being done by those student members of the sample group 
that they were able to observe.

The dormitory assistants are undergraduate or graduate 
students who live in the dormitories and have the special 
responsibility of maintaining order, giving Incidental help 
with studies, and being generally aware of all that is 
happening in the dormitory precinct (living unit) to which 
they are assigned by the residence counselor. The residence
^ Ibld.. p. 8.
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counselors are faculty members living in the dormitories who 
have general supervisory and counseling duties.

By obtaining two ratings, at different times during the 
quarter, from the Basic 111 and Basic 121 Instructors, it was 
possible to get two indices relative to the variables of appar 
ent ability, general attitude, and apparent effort. It was 
thus possible to estimate the reliability of these types of 
ratings.

This study will attempt to discover the extent to which 
the various sources of information agree in their ratings of 
the student's effort. It will attempt to answer the question: 
Can the various indices be combined to give a meaningful index 
of the student's effort? Such a question must be investigated 
If a pass-fall point is to be established on a basis of pooled 
effort ratings.



CHAPTER IV
DESCRIPTION OF INSTRUMENTS AND PROCEDURES

Desired information was obtained by means of three 
questionnaires, copies of which are included in the Appendix. 
The “Special Information Blank" was submitted to the Commun­
ication Skills (Basic 111) Instructors and to the Natural 
Science (Basic 121) Instructors through their departmental 
offices at mid-term and again during the final week of classes 
in fall quarter, 1 9 5 2 .

The blanks were filled out as to Instructor1s name, de­
partment identification, course and section numbers, and the 
student's name was written in the proper space before they 
were submitted to the Instructors concerned. They were sep­
arated by instructor, by course, and by section; and alphabet­
ically arranged within each section so as to require a mini­
mum of handling by the staff members. This was done to impose 
as little as possible upon the time of the staff and thus gain 
greater cooperation with accompanying greater reliability of 
Information.

The instructors were requested to Indicate, on the rating 
scales provided, how the student impressed them relative to:
(1 ) the student's ability to meet the requirements of the 
course, (2 ) the student's effort toward mastering the skills 
and materials of the course, (3 ) the student's general 
attitude toward the course, and other related questions. They 
were also to check boxes indicating their feeling as to the
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adequacy of their observations upon which they based their 
rating. Space was provided for them to Indicate Instances 
where they had no basis for a Judgment. A few Instructors 
checked the space which indicated "no basis for Judgment," 
but the large majority felt that they had observed the stu­
dents to a sufficient extent for making their ratings.

Since the blank was first submitted at mid-term, a 
space was provided for the Instructor to write the mid-term 
grade. While this probably required the instructor to refer 
to his records, the fact that he already had recorded mid-term 
scores for his department, coupled with the alphabetical 
arrangement of the blanks, made it relatively easy to supply 
this piece of Information. At the end of the quarter when 
the blanks were again submitted, the Instructors were not 
asked to indicate a grade on the blank. The end-of-quarter 
grades were obtained later from the instructor’s final grade 
report.

Most of the blanks were returned within one week after 
being sent to the Instructors and all blanks from the first 
set were returned before the second set was released to the 
staff. There was a 100^ return on the first set and a 9h% 
return on the second set by Instructors of the Departments 
of Communication Skills and Datura! Science.

The "Special Information Blank" (see Appendix) was 
introduced by the paragraph:
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Your Basic College Research Committee, at 
the request of Dean Erickson, Is now engaged 
In a study of student achievement. It Is of 
utmost Importance to this study that you make 
as accurate appraisal of (student*s name) as 
you can at this time. Please return this 
rating when completed to the Head of your 
Department.

Class size had been limited to permit the instructors 
to become acquainted with their students — to personalize 
the Instruction. The feeling that their Dean and Depart­
ment Head might expect them to know their students could 
have kept some instructors from using the "out" provided 
them and forced them to make a rating for the student where 
they would have checked the space indicating "no basis for 
a judgment" had tne information blank come through differ­
ent channels.

There is no way that this bias can be estimated. How­
ever, there is no reason to believe that a false report would 
be submitted concerning any student but only that the in­
structor might not be as confident of his rating as he indi-
c a o e d .

Since the instructors were not Informed that they would 
be asked to make two appraisals of the students, there is 
no reason to believe that a special effort was made to make 
the two ratings agree. The fact that they were forced to 
evaluate the particular students of the study on the specific 
items of the questionnaire and did not have to do so for
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students generally might have Influenced their second rating - 
tending to make it conform to the first rating. This factor 
could not be avoided without great expense and waste of 
faculty time.

There was some previous knowledge on the part of the 
instructional staff as to the general nature of the study - 
they knew, at least, that it was to be a study of low-abillty 
students. An effort was made to eliminate any bias this 
prior knowledge might produce. The questionnaire Included 
questions that could refer to high ability students as 
readily as to low-ability students. For instance: "How
often has this student done more than Just the work that was 
assigned?" The questions Important to this study were also 
worded in such a way as to apply equally well to high-abllity 
as to low-ability students.

An additional precaution was taken to eliminate this 
type of bias. The packet of questionnaires for each section 
of each course not only included blanks for low-abillty 
students (those who received one of the lower four standard 
scores on the A.C.E. Psychological Examination), but also 
included approximately an equal number for high-abllity 
students (those who received one of the upper four standard 
scores on the same test). Since all of the blanks were 
arranged alphabetically in each section, there was no 
systematic arrangement of the low-abillty students in any
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of the various packs. The responses by the Instructors 
gave no evidence that they considered the study to be con­
cerned only with low-abillty students.

A questionnaire (see Appendix) seeking Information 
about the students' general interest in Basic 111 and Basic 
1 2 1  and about the amount of their studying for those classes 
was sent with explanation and instructions to the students 
themselves. These questionnaires were presented to the 
students by their Basic 111 Instructors during the last 
week of class in fall quarter, 1952. As was stated in the 
Instructions, the completed questionnaire was to be sealed 
in an addressed envelope that accompanied the questionnaire. 
The sealed letter was to be handed to the Basic 111 instructor 
who would place it in the mall. By this procedure a better 
tiian 91/& return was achieved. Absences and no response by 
tne students accounted for most of the remaining question­
naires.

Since this questionnaire to the students was being 
handled by the Basic 111 Instructors at about the same 
time as the second report by instructors on the "Special 
Information Blank," it was necessary to question all students 
about whom the Instructors would oe suomittlng information, 
had only the low-abillty group been questioned, it would have 
Informed the instructors as to the group of students of 
greatest interest to the study. Such information might have
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inf luenced their Becond response to the "Special Information 
Blank.»

There was apparently some misunderstanding on the part 
of some students in connection with one or two of the ques­
tions. The introductory statement included the following:
"To get an over-all picture, it is necessary to question a
few students that are representative of the general student
oody. You happen to be one of the students selected to rep­
resent your group. An accurate response to the questions be­
low will be greatly appreciated by the Research Committee."
Some students apparently interpreted this to mean that they 
were to represent their Basic 111 group. They responded to 
the questions relative to Basic 111, but did nothing with 
questions pertaining to Basic 121.

Another v/eakness in the. instrument was that it allowed 
only four choices Instead of five in describing the students' 
studying. They were given the following choice of response:

f  ( ) a little
I studied < j \ some \ earlier in the quarter.A C ) quite a bit V

V ( ) very hard J

Since there was no mid-position, the students' natural ten­
dency to show themselves in the best llgnt possible was not 
only permitted, it was encouraged. Had five choices been 
allowed, many students might have indicated a medium amount 
of studying.
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In trying to obtain information about the students1 
study effort from the dormitory assistants, a "Study Attrib­
utes Check List" (see Appendix) was submitted to the assis­
tants through the residence counselors. There is a real 
question as to the extent to which the dormitory assistants 
were able to observe study effort on the part of the students. 
Each assistant was assigned to a precinct of from 40 to 80 
students. Not only was that too many students for the 
dormitory assistant to know intimately in the space of one 
quarter, but not all students did their studying in the dorm­
itory.

The check list was submitted on Monday following Thanks­
giving Recess - this was thought to be late enough in the 
quarter to allov/ the assistants to become somewhat acquainted 
v.'ith their charges, but not too far into the quarter that 
their Judgment would be influenced by end-of-term studying.

It was requested that the assistants complete the blanks 
on a basis of the Information about the student that they 
had at that particular time. They were not to make special 
inquiry or start an investigation since an evaluation of a 
term's work was desired - not a week1s report. To what 
extent this suggestion was followed is not known.

Many dormitory assistants indicated that they had no 
basis for a Judgment at that time. Some indicated that they 
were more or less guessing on some of the opinions since it
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was difficult for them to be certain. Even though they 
might have found the student at his desk whenever they enter­
ed his room it did not necessarily Indicate that he was 
studying.

Information about the student's interest wa6 obtained 
from the students themselves. Information about the student's 
apparent ability and his class attitude was obtained from 
the instructors. However, information about the student's 
study effort came from three sources - the instructors, the 
students, and the dormitory assistants.

Three different types of instruments were used to 
obtain information about the student's study effort from the 
respective sources. They were:

To the Basic Instructors:
Flease indicate how this student Impresses you by 
placing a check (^  ) mark at the proper place along 
tiie scale lines:
Student's effort toward mastering the skills and 
materials of this course:
hot Trying Doing a Fair Amount Working very Hard 
— / — / ------ /---- /— /— /-------- / ----- /— / — /—

To the Students:
Check the words in the sentences below that
best describe your studying for your Basic courses 
so far this quarter:
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I studied

I am studying

a little some
quite a bit 
very hard

) less
) the same 
) more

earlier this quarter.

now.

To the dormitory assistant:
Please check (^  ) those expressions which best 
answer the question as far as the above named 
student is concerned:

To what extent has this student been 
studying?
Not at all ( ) Very little ( )
About as much as most students do ( )
Quite a bit ( ) Very hard ( )

The fact that these Instruments are not the same might 
mean that they are not measuring the same variable. However, 
they are all dealing with effort of some sort. There is a 
possibility that the instructors did not estimate the study­
ing the student was doing since the scale did not request 
that specifically. 3e that as it may, the information from 
the students and the dormitory assistants is certainly re­
lated to the effort the student is making toward mastering 
the skills and materials of the courses.

The information from the dormitory assistants was of a 
general nature in that they could not tell whether a student 
was studying Basic 111 or some other course. All that they 
could hope to indicate was whether the student studied at all
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in the dormitory.
hot only is the variable "Effort" multi-dimensional 

from the viewpoint of any one observer in his situation, 
but when rated by different observers, under different 
conditions, and in different situations it is very doubtful 
whether it is the same variable that is being rated. How­
ever, there might be sufficient similarity between ratings 
by observers to indicate that they are seeing different 
aspects of the same thing. That was the hope of this study



CHAPTER V

METHODS OF SUMMARIZING AND ANALYZING THE DATA

The rating scales used in this study were not absolute 
scales nor were they standardized instruments. As has been 
pointed out earlier in this dissertation, the variables con­
cerned are multi-dimensional. One observer might not rate 
a student the same as another observer. Or, the same observ­
er might not give the same rating at two different times.

The scales on the "Special Information Blank" that was 
sent to the Basic 111 and Basic 121 instructors were sub­
divided into approximately ten units by cross marks on the 
linear scale. Word definitions of the ratings appeared at 
either end and in the center of the scale. For instance, 
the scale used for obtaining information about the student's 
general attitude toward the course was as follows:

Very Poor Ordinary Very Good
— / ------------/  /  /  /  /  /  /  /  / ----------

Since the ratings probably were not as accurate as the ten 
subdivisions indicate, it was decided to summarize the rat­
ings by subdividing the scale into five intervals in the 
manner shown on the next page.
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

Very r Poor ̂ f t  ̂Ordinary f f y  ̂Veryf Good
I 1 (Original1 Scale on*Attitude) • *I I  I I  I I
Very Poor 

1 2
Ordinary

3 4
Very Good

5

(Attitude Scale Having Five Subdivisions)

Each or the five intervals was ^iven an index number 
to identify and differentiate it. All ratings falling along 
the scale in a space corresponding to one of the five inter­
vals were given that interval’s index number regardless of 
where they fell in the interval. Ratings falling on points 
(a), (b), (c), or (d) (shown above), the points between con­
secutive intervals, were included in the Interval contain­
ing the word definition of the rating. That is, ratings 
falling on point (a) were placed in the first interval and 
given the index 1, ratings falling on points (b) or (c) were 
placed in the third interval and given an index 3* ratings 
falling on point (1) were included in Interval five and given 
the index 5.

It might be argued that since the subdivisions are of 
unequal size, the distribution of ratings is thereby dis­
torted in grouping. However, it is felt that in using a 
rating scale where parts of the scale are defined while other 
parts are not, the person doing the rating might be drawn
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toward the defined portions. The observer who feels that 
the Individual being observed is about ordinary might be 
drawn to the word "ordinary” on the scale. If he checks 
between "very poor" and "ordinary" he probably is certain 
that it should not be "very poor" nor "ordinary," but some­
where between the two.

If an instructor feels that his student has a poor 
attitude toward the course - where might he check along the 
scale7 Certainly not "very poor," the student is thought 
to be better than that. Will he check "ordinary"? Not if 
he considers "ordinary" to mean average - approximately 
halfway between "very poor" and "very good." Poor will 
probably be somewhere between "very .oor,! and "ordinary," 
but might not be halfway between.

Since the ratings probably are not as precise as the 
original scale indicated, the grouping into five intervals 
as Indicated will probably not distort the distribution 
appreciably.

The replies on the check list, sent to the dormitory 
assistants, relative to the student's studying were forced 
into five categories by the nature of the check list. These 
categories had the index numbers one through five assigned 
to them in order of increasing study. Index number 1 was 
assigned to the statement "Not at all" and 5 was assigned 
to the statement "Very hard." While the check list appears
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to "be definitive, it is as indefinite as the rating scale
sent to the instructors. For Instance, the statement:
"About as much as most students do." — how much is that?
The amount that this indicates will undoubtedly vary from
observer to observer. However, its position in the list of
choices indicated that it was centrally located between
little studying and much studying. Perhaps the dormitory
assistants realized that. At best, it was a crude measure.

In trying to get an evaluation of the studying done by
the student, two questions were ashed Instead of one. This
allowed the student to somev/hat describe the nature of his
studying during the quarter. The request for Information
was worded in the following manner:

Chech ) the words in the sentences below that 
best describe your studying for your Basic courses 
so far this quarter:

I studied:

I am studying:

It was felt that this set of statements might partially 
overcome the tendency to report the best studying done dur­
ing the quarter as being typical of the entire quarter’s 
worh. This type of response, however, made it somewhat

) a little
) some > earlier in the quarter,) quite a Dit *
) very hard

) less) the same y  now. 
) more
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difflcult to rank the responses into an ascending scale or 
study effort.

However, the possible combinations of response were 
listed and grouped into seven categories - each of which 
seemed to Involve a better study pattern than the previous
one. The categories are listed as follows:

Index
Humber Type of Studying Reported

1 A little studying earlier - less now.

2
A little studying earlier - the same now,

or
Some studying earlier - less now.
A little studying earlier - more now,

or
Q,ulte a bit of studying earlier - less now.

h
Some studying earlier - the same now,

or
Studied very hard earlier - less now.

5
Some studying earlier - more now,

or
quite a bit of studying earlier - the same now.

o
Studied very hard earlier - the same now,

or
quite a bit of studying earlier - more now.

7 Studied very hard earlier - more now.

The index numbers identify the category into which the
various ratings by the students were placed. Since the 
students rated themselves but once during the quarter, there
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is no estimate of the Instrument's reliability.
The Instructors rated each student twice and thereby 

furnished an index of reliability for the instruments that 
they used in rating the students. Since the instructors 
rated the same students twice, a combined rating was obtained 
by adding the index numbers given the individual ratings. As 
each individual rating was supposed to be a summary of the 
quarter's performance until the time the rating v:as made, 
the second rating was based on more observations than was 
the first. The additional observations were made during 
the three - or four - week interval between the two ratings. 
By adding the two index numbers, the trend during the quarter 
was allowed to influence the combined effort rating. In
most instances the two ratings by the same instructor were
In agreement with each other so the trend effect was slight.

To obtain a pooled effort rating from the three separ­
ate ratings by tne various sources, it was decided to weight
t.iOse ratings in the following manner:

Tyce of Rating 
tructors1 combined effort rating

Weight
2

Students' rating of own effort 2
Dormitory assistants' rating 1

It v;ae felt that the instructors, having made two ratings,
should have their judgments weighted twice that of the
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dormltory assistants' single Judgment. It was also felt 
that the students know as much about their own studying as 
Instructors know about that studying and should therefore 
have their rating count as heavily as does the instructors' 
rating.

The pooled effort rating score was determined in the 
following way: The index numbers for the various effort
ratings on each student were multiplied by the weighting 
factors mentioned above. That is, the index number identify­
ing the study pattern described by the student himself was 
multiplied by t w o. the sum of index numbers Identifying the 
effort ratings by the Basic 111 (or Basic 121) instructor 
was multiplied by two. and the index number identifying the 
category checked b> the dormitory assistant as describing 
the student's studying was multiplied by one. These values 
were then added to obtain a pooled effort score for the 
student involved.

It was desired to express the effort score as a per­
centage. This was accomplished in the following manner:
The possible range of effort scores was determined by comput­
ing the minimum effort score that could possibly be given and 
the maximum effort score that could possibly be given, then 
subtracting the minimum from the maximum. Each effort score 
was then adjusted by subtracting the minimum effort score 
from it to get an effective or adjusted effort score. By
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dividlng each adjusted score by the possible range of 
effort scores and multiplying by 100, It was possible to 
express the pooled effort rating for each student as a per­
centage score.

Two separate percentage scores were determined for 
each student - one of which included the ratings by the 
Basic 111 instructor and the other included ratings by the 
Basic 121 instructor. The first score was used for com­
parisons with Basic 111 grades while the second was used 
for comparisons with Basic 121 grades. This was done to 
provide as accurate a picture as possible of the effort that 
was put forth toward mastering the course concerned.

Two different methods were used in defining low effort - 
high, effort. One procedure was to call those students re­
ceiving a percentage effort score of 50 or below "low-effort11 
L.nd the others “high-eff ort. " The second method was to call 
the individuals receiving the lowest 3 1  scores "low-effort. 11 
This amounted to approximately Zo% of the group. Those in­
dividuals receiving the highest pi scores were called "high- 
eff ort. “

Students that were called “low-effort11 under the second 
definition above received percentage effort scores of 45p 
or below if Basic 111 ratings were involved and 42p or below 
if Basic 121 ratings were involved. “high-effort11 students, 
according to the second definition, received percentage
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effort scores of 66,5 or above If Basic 111 ratings were 
Involved and 60j£ or above if Basic 121 ratings were Involved 
in their derivation.

The second method of defining low and high effort leads 
to more positive results since comparisons are between 
grades given students widely separated as far as pooled 
effort ratings are concerned. By ignoring the middle half 
of the total group, greater confidence can be 2-laced upon 
the titles "low-effort" and "high-effort."

The ratings made on the variables under study were 
tabulated and the results were either placed in a single 
classification frequency table, where a single variable was 
to be examined 'em itself, or in a two-way classification 
frequency table where two variables were to be compared.
For Instance:

Table 5 - 1
a;.oic 121 Instructors*Ratings 
of Students' Effort to ^eet 
Basic 121 Requirements. 
(Combined Ratings.)

FrequencyIndex

11
18
37
1 6

17

10

Table 5 - 2
Basic 111 Instructors' 
Ratings of Students' Attitude Toward Basic 111.

Second Rating

"53C
4-5 ^

4-50D
f~t u
Pm b

-L -j

4 5 1
<o 20 7 1
1 7 30 4

2 o 15
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To analyze and compare the data it was first necessary 
to determine the arithmetic mean and the standard deviation 
for each of the frequency distributions. The mean represents 
the index value most centrally located relative to the 
entire distribution, while the standard deviation indicates 
the spread or scatter of ratings or grades about that central 
value.

Distributions of the same general nature may differ 
in level, tnat is - their means, or differ in the extent 
to which they are dispersed about their means jor both. 
Significance tests may be used, under proper conditions, 
to test differences between means or differences in vari­
ance (standard deviation squared) to determine, with a 
previously specified risk of rejecting the hypothesis when 
it should be accepted, whether the two parent populations 
from which the two samples were drawn might be considered 
as having the same characteristics (the same mean and same 
standard deviation).

The significance tests used in analyzing some of the 
date of this study involved the t and the F distributions.
The underlying assumptions and the general procedures for 
using these statistics are as follows:

In testing the hypothesis that two parent populations 
nave the same mean, it is first necessary to test whether 
they have the same variance (unless this fact is somehow
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previously known).
Let us say that we have two sample groups — one group 

having n measurements, a mean value of x, and a standard 
deviation sx ; the other group having m measurements, a 
mean value y, and a standard deviation Sy. The parent 
population from which the first group was selected had a 
mean Mx , and a standard deviation while the parent popu­
lation from which the second group was selected had a mean 
My, and a standard deviation These parameters ( M ^
My, have values that are not known. The only clues we
have as to their possihle values are furnished by the sample 
statistics X, Sx , Y, Sy.

The first hypothesis to be tested is whether the two
2 2earent copulations have equal variances, that is: & Z  - &Z.

At tnis ^oint, we should state the risk that we are willing 
to take of rejecting the hypothesis when actually it should 
be accepted. This is called Type I error.

A rather common risk assumed In the field of education­
al research for Type I error is 5p. Such a risk is assumed 
throughout this study.

For testing the hypothesis CT1 = C we use the F stati
S ^tic which is defined as F = ■ , the ratio of the variances
Vfor the two samples. The assumptions underlying the use of 

this statistic are: The observations are to be random sam­
ples from normal populations and the hypothe si s 1s assumed 
to be true. Under these assumptions, the sampling dletrlbu-
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tion for the F statistic has "been computed and may he found 
In tabular form in some elementary statistics textbooks or 
books of statistical tables.^

Rejection regions may be determined by obtaining F 
values from the table or computed from them. The F values 
used must take into account the number of observations in 
the two samples and the size of risk assumed for Type I 
error. If the value for F that Is computed by dividing

O o
3 ^ by 3 ** is included in either rejection region, theX J
hypothesis is rejected and the parent populations are said 
to have significantly different variances. If, however, 
as happened in every instance in this study, the computed 
F value does not fall within one of the rejection regions, 
then the hypothesis is accepted and the parent populations 
are said to have the same variance.

Once the hypothesis of equal variances is accepted, 
a new hypothesis is proposed for test - namely: ^  - My,
that is - the means of the two parent populations are equal. 
Accepting the same risk as before of rejecting the hypothesis 
when it should be accepted, we operate at the 5 % level of 
significance.

It has been accepted that the variances of the parent

O n e s u c h s e t o f t a b l e s  may be found in Dixon,Wilfred J. 
and Massey, Frank J. Jr., Introduction to Statistical 
Analysis, McGraw-Hill, 1951, PP. 310-313.
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populations are equal (by the previous consideration) but 
the value of that variance is not known. It will be neces­
sary to estimate that value as best we can,using the known 
variances of the two samples. This we do b;. using the
formula: 5^^ = / rcSy~ . where Sc4' is the pooled mean

ri ^  " m - 2 
scyuare estimate of <r“ .

The statistic that we use In testing the hypothesis
lh- = 24,. is the t statistic which is defined as:A j

t = X - Y
. \ / T 7 X
a FV  n  m

The assumptions underlying tue use of this statistic are
as follows: Both populations are to have normal distribu­
tions with the same variance. Under these assumptions, the
distribution for the t statistic has been computed and placed,

2in taoular form, in various statisties texts.
By taking into account the number of observations in

the two samples and the level of significance, it is pos­
sible to obtain critical t values from the tables and deter­
mine rejection regions.

VThen the value for t is computed using the information 
from the two known samples, it may then be seen whether that 
value falls within one of the rejection regions. If it does,
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the hypothesis (Mx = My) is rejected and it Is concluded 
tnnt the two populations from which the samples were drawn 
have significantly different mean values.

If, however, the t value, as computed, does not fall 
In either rejection region then the hypothesis Is accepted 
that the two mean values are the same. That is, there Is 
no significant difference between the means of the two 
parent populations.

Both tests of significance described above are based 
upon the assumption that the samples have been drawn from 
normal populations. Is there reason to believe that this 
assumption is Justified for the populations from which the 
samples used in this study were drawn? Since there is no 
prior knowledge of the nature of these populations, the 
question can only be answered on a basis of the samples 
arh of tne factors that influenced the nature of the samples.

Some of the samples were composed of scores received 
on tne final examinations in Basic 111 or 3asic 121. The 
students to whom these scores In the sample were given had 
been picked by means of the A.C.E. Psychological Examina­
tion scores as being poor students and the students had 
been placed in a low-effort group* (or in a high-ef fort group) 
bv tne technique previously described.

here the A.C.E. Psychological Examination and the effort 
rating technique mentioned previously perfectly discrimlnat-
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ing, there might be reason to expect the distributions of 
final examination scores to be skewed. The low-ability - 
low-effort students should receive very lov; grades v/lth the 
largest number getting failing grades and a few getting 
passing grades. And the low-ability - hlgh-effort students 
should have grades mostly above the fall line with very few 
below it.

However, since neither the A.C.E. Psychological Examina­
tion nor the effort rating technique is anywhere near perfect, 
it was possible for students who learned quickly with little 
apparent study effort to be classified as low-effort students. 
The presence of these higher-ability students in the low- 
aoility group would tend to mean additional passing grades. 
These additional grades would probably cluster just above 
the passing j Girt with some (decreasing in number with in­
creasing grade) scattered up the grading scale. The two 
groups being combined would tend to show a nearly normal 
grade distribution. This leads to the belief that the 
populations from which the samples in this study came were 
normally distributed. The appearance of the sample distri­
butions in this study 1 end credence to t.uls belief. At 
least, there is no evidence that the populations were not 
nor ma1.

It must be pointed out that the parent populations 
from which the sarnies of this study were 'drawn were not
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composed of students, but were distributions of grades (or 
ratings) that might reasonably have been expected to have 
been given to a certain group of students. The group in 
guest ion was composed of all possible persons who might have 
entered 11.3.C. fall quarter, 1952 to start their first 
quarter of college work, in the normal course of events, and 
who would have received one of the lower four standard score 
...ensures on the test-retest of the 19^9 edition of the A.C.E. 
Psychological Examination and who would have, in the natural 
course of events, been rated as low-effort by the effort 
rating device used in this study. That distribution of 
grades was assumed to be normally distributed and the parti­
cular sample that was obtained in this study was assumed to 
have been randomly drawn from that parent population of 
basic 111 final examination grades.

The final assuim tion of random selection is not so 
easy to defend since the sample of the study was selected 
by the convenient method of choosing only grades given to 
students who actually enrolled and completed their first 
quarter's work at Michigan State College. 'Thy other pos- 
siole applicants did not come to 1I.3.C. is left to conject­
ure. There are many factors such as financial aollity, 
geographic location, personal preferences, etc., that un­
doubtedly entered into the consideration.

Aithougli the randomness of tine selection is question-
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able, nothing related to the study might have conditioned 
the decision to come or not come to college unless some 
candidates, upon taking the A.C.E. Psychological Examination 
in the summer months preceding fall term, 1952 decided against 
coming to 11.S.C. because of a feeling that they did poorly 
and might not be fitted for college work.

In determining the relationships between the various 
factors ana the grades given in Basic 111 or Basic 121, the 
Pearson product moment coefficient of correlation was used.

Vdienever two variables, that is, ratings or grades, 
pertained to the same student, these paired values were 
first indicated on a scatter diagram and then summarized in 
a two-way classification frequency table similar to Table 
5 - 2 .  From such a table it was possible to determine the 
frequency distributions for the two variables concerned, 
with their means and standard deviations (X, Sx and Y, Sy).
It was also possible to multiply the two paired values for 
each student and to determine the average (Z X Y  ) of such( K J
products for the entire number (ri) of students in the 
sample. The Pearson product moment coefficient of correla­
tion was then computed by using the formula:

E  XX _ x y  Nr = -----------------sx sy

Assumptions of randomness in sampling and normality



-58-

of parent populations are not assumed in the derivation of 
the coefficient of correlation. Any set of paired numbers, 
nov/ever obtained and from whatever source, has a coefficient 
of correlation.

"While the formulation Itself implies no assumptions, 
tl*e coefficient of correlation is interpreted by means of 
us sumptions that are made about the natures of the variables 
being compared. These assumptions are usually based upon 
logical considerations or intuition founded upon prior ob­
servation of the two variables. There cere reasons for 
believing that the two factors are related prior to the 
computation of a coefficient of correlation - the correla­
tion coefficient then furnishes an estimate of the extent 
of that relationship.

A high correlation between the variables does not of 
itself mean that there is a strong cause-effect relation­
ship between the variables. However, when the probability 
of cause-effect has been established, the coefficient of 
correlation may be used to estimate the strength of the 
relationship.

On the other hand, if the coefficient of correlation 
for two variables is zero, there is no cause-effect rela- 
tions;:ip between those two variables. This is so whether 
a cause-effect relationship was assumed a priori or not.
The variables are unrelated, have no common elements.
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W1 tii the procedures and tools used for this study in 
uind, it will be possible to interpret the findings - taking 
care to note where basic assumptions inherent In the tools 
are only partially satisfied by the procedures used for 
obtaining the data.



CHAPTER VI

GENERAL FINDINGS AND RELATIONSHIPS

A definite effort was made at the start of this study 
to accurately predict which students might be of low academic 
ability. The extent to which that was accomplished may be 
determined by examining Table 6 - 1 ,  on page 6l.

It can be seen that a considerable percentage of low- 
ability students received a grade of C or better, not only 
from their instructors, but on a basis of their final exam­
inations as well. So many were passed, in fact, that only 
a very small percentage were failed by either their instruc­
tors or the final examinations. Even when the instructors1 
mark and the final examination grade were combined, only 
r.3,5 of the "low-ability" students received the grade of F 
in Basic 111, while 9.3/^ received that grade in Basic 121.

It may be noted that while most of the grade distribu­
tions for Basic 121 conform closely to the suggested pattern: 
A 7-11 B 25-29 C ^+5-49 D 12-16 F 0-5, the Basic 111 in­
structors’ grades for all freshmen had an appreciably higher 
percentage of B ’s and a much smaller percentage of D 1s. This 
general tendency by the Basic 111 instructors to give the 
nlgher grades undoubtedly influenced the grades they gave 
the "low-ability" students, and possibly influenced the 
various ratings they made on those students. Distrioutions 
of ratings by the Basic 111 Instructors were generally



Table 6 - 1

Percentage Distributions of Grades Received by Low-Ability Students and by 
All Freshmen in Basic 111 and Basic 121 During Fall Quarter, 1952.

Instructors1 Grade 
Distribution

Final Examination 
Grade Distribution

Course Grade 
DistributionQ) Percentages Percentages Percentages

ast. Low- All Low- All Low- All
Ability Freshmen Ability Freshmen Abllity Freshmen

111 121 111 121 111 121 111 121 111 121 111 121

A 2.5 8.1 8.4 7.6 7.9 7.9 8.4

B 25.2 8.5 40.3 25.6 2.6 6.8 23.8 25.6 CD • -vl 9.3 35.8 28.5
C 58.0 44.0 44.1 46.4 31.2 44.1 49.8 51.3 42.6 32.2 to. 9 41.1
D 12.6 33.9 5.9 14.7 47.0 40.6 15.8 12.2 44.4 49.2 12.1* 17.7

F 1.7 13.6 1.1 •̂3 19.2 8.5 2.9 3.0 4.3 9.3 1.5 3.8

iONHI

The percentages for the “All Freshmen" distributions do not necessarily 
total 100# for the table shown here. A few miscellaneous grades such as 
the Incomplete were given, but not shown in the distribution above.
Data for the "All Freshmen" distributions may be found in Summary of Basic 
College Course Grades. M.S.C. Board of Examiners. January 21, 1953.
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skewed toward the more favorable ratings.
It can be seen from the table that the statements made 

earlier relative to the A.C.E. Psychological Examination 
and its predictive validity are in agreement with the facts. 
As a group the “low-ability11 students do receive lower grades 
than do freshmen generally; however, there are many capable 
students Included in the low-ability group.

In trying to determine a pass-fail point on a basis 
of effort, it was decided tc separate the low-ability group 
into two sub-groups, a low-ability - low-effort group and a 
low-ability - high-effort group. It was felt that if the 
Hypothesis proposed by the Basic College Educational Research 
Committee was correct, the mean grade given the high-effort 
group would be significantly higher than the mean grade 
given the low-effort group. The fact that the low-ability 
group contained many capable students made it less likely 
that such a separation of mean grades would be found. If 
some students in the low-effort groups were actually capable 
students, they would tend to get higher scores than would 
students of truly low ability while making the same effort.

The next factors that must be considered in under­
standing the problem of establishing a pass-fail point are 
the various effort ratings that were obtained. These find­
ings are as follows:
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HlBtogram 1
Frequency Distribution of 
Ratings by Low-Abillty Stu­
dents on their own study 
Effort.

50
40

10
6

2
0 1---- --=3

3 4 5 6
Index numbers

7

Histogram 2
Frequency Distributions of 
Ratings by Dormitory Assist­
ants on Study Effort of Low- 
Ability Students.

32 21

□1 2 3 4 5
Index numbers

(Index numbers Increase In the order of increasing study)

Histogram 1 shows a shewed distribution due to the 
natural tendency on the part of the students to try to look, 
their best and the fact that they could not indicate a 
medium amount of studying on the Instrument given them.

The ratings by the dormitory assistants, however, are 
surprisingly symmetric. Index number 1 was assigned to 
the "not at all" category. Apparently It was felt that 
all of the students In the sample group did some studying.

The following histograms will show the distributions 
of ratings on effort given by the Basic 111 and Basic 121 
instructors:
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Hlstogram 3
'requency Distribution of 
ffort Ratings on Low-Ab- 
11ty Students by Their 
asic 111 Instructors. 
(Combined Ratings)

37
1^1 16

.  3 1 0 1 0

2 3 ^ 5 6 7 a 9 1 0

Index Dumber 
Totals

Histogram 4
Frequency Distribution of 
Effort Ratings on Low-Ab- 
ility Students by Their 
Basic 121 Instructors. 

(Combined Ratings)
37

11 16 17
5EdZL

3 4 5 6  7  8 9 10
Index Dumber 

Totals
(Index number totals increasing with increasing

appraised effort)

The instructors rated each student twice and each 
rating was assigned an index number 1, 2, 3* or 5 &s
previously described. The index numbers for the two ratings 
on a single student were added to obtain an index number
iO oUl .

The distribution of combined ratings by the Basic 121 
Instructors approximates a normal distribution while that 
Qj the Basic 111 instructors is definitely skewed toward 
the higher (more favoraole) ratings. These distrloutlons 
show the same general pattern as the grade distributions 
for all freshmen In Table 6 - 1 .

The tendency of the Basic 111 instructors to give the
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students a favorable rating Is similar to the tendency of 
the students themselves (Histogram 1). However, the instru­
ment sent to the students forced them away from a medium 
rating, as was explained before, whereas the instrument sent 
to the Basic 111 Instructors allowed unlimited choice. It 
appears that there is a general tendency on the part of the 
Basic 111 instructors to give their students favorable rat­
ings and grades. This tendency diminishes the effectiveness 
of the A.C.E. Psychological Examination as a predictive 
instrument and decreases the discrimination of low-effort - 
nigh-effort classifications determined for this study. Such 
i. situation reduces the chance of establishing a pass-fall 
line on a basis of the A.C.E. Psychological Examination 
scores and pooled effort ratings.

The fact that the pooled effort ratings reflect the bias 
shown in the Basic 111 instructors' ratings of effort may be 
seen in the following graph (which also shows other bias as 
described later).

Graph _I
Frequency Distributions of Pooled Effort Scores

Basic 111
Basic 121>, 20 o

S 15 
S' 10
U

3 3 3  53 b
Pooled Effort Scores
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It might also be noticed that the students1 skewed 
ratings when combined with the symmetric ratings by the 
dormitory assistants and the fairly normal ratings by the 
basic 121 Instructors have a tendency to give the same type 
of skew to the pooled effort score distribution for 3asic 
121 as was exhibited by the student rating distribution 
itself.

When the student skewed ratings are combined with the 
Basic 111 Instructor ratings, skewed in the same direction, 
and the symmetric ratings by the dormitory assistants, the 
resulting distribution is strongly skewed in the same direc­
tion, as is shown in the graph.

To answer the question that was of concern to the 
basic College Educational Research Committee, namely: Is
it ^.ossicle to establish a pass-fail point for grades given 
in tne basic College on a basis of the study effort made by 
lov.-ability students?, it was necessary to compare the grades 
received by the low-abilltp students with their pooled effort 
ratln._; scores. This was done first by examining the two-way 
frequency tables and then by testing the significance of the 
differences betv.een the mean scores received bp the low and 
high-effort groups.

The answer in every case was the same — no such pass— 
fall point could be established on a basis of the data 
obtained in this study.



Such a conclusion may be confirmed by examining the 
following two-way classification frequency distribution 
tables comparing pooled effort rating scores with course, 
instructor, and final examination grades given in Basic 
111 and Basic 121:

Table 6 - 2
Fooled Effort Rating Scores and Course Grades 

Received in Basic 111 and Basic 121
Basic 111 Basic 121

2 3 3
c 2 5 16 15 9 1
D 1 3 9 11 17 5 2
F 1 3 ?■0 15 29 43 57 71 85 100

A’
CD B

C
CD T)CQ
pio Fo

1 5 l 2
5 18 6 2 2

2 3 17 14 16 3 1
2 1 4 1

0 15 29 43 57 71 85 100
Fooled Effort Scores (Fercent)Pooled Effort Scores (Fercent)

r = .22 r = . 1 7

It can be seen that the pooled effort ratings are not 
related sufficiently to the course grades to be useful in 
determining F grades. For instance: If it were decided
that students in Basic 111 who received an effort rating 
of 29/» or below should be failed and all other students 
who received comparable course grades (instructors' score 
/ final exam score) as those received by low—effort students 
should also fail, then it can be seen from the table that 
all but eight students in this entire group would fail -
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even though the main group received higher pooled effort 
ratings. This contradiction cannot be resolved by choosing 
some other effort score as a criterion.

This same condition is true with instructors' grades 
and final examination grades.

Table 6 — 3
Basic 111 Effort Eating Scores and Grades Received in 3asic
111. 00
.n 3 la A 

uDJ 33 1 8 11 o 1 : 1 1
3 C 5 11 23 21 7 2 ccS 1 3 11 13 5
■° D o 1 2 6 3 <3 5  DPi 1 3 5 13 19 8 O

Fn 1 1

. E
xe

i 
"i 1 5 O 5 3 1

zn Fooled Effort Score 
(Fercent) r = .35

05
a•Hr*«

pooled Effort Score 
(Percent) r = .05

The Basic 111 instructors gave but two F grades to 
members of the low-abillty group - one in the lower half 
of the oooled effort score range, the other in the upper 
half. Ydiile the Basic 111 final examination placed more 
stiidents in the F category, they were spread over the effort 
scale to such an extent that there seemed little relation­
ship between the grade F and the pooled effort scores. 
Certainly the table above does not indicate a pass-fail 
point for Basic 111 on a basis of the pooled effort rating
scores.
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The corresponding table for Basic 121 presents essen­
tially the same pattern:

Table 6 - 4
Basic 121 Effort Rating Scores and Grades Received in Basic 121. <K>

u A
G B o6 1 1 2 4 1 1

1 1 8 22 9 4 2 IS c 12 19 8 5 2
1 3 14 8 9 2 1

c
■a d03
w  F

o4~ 3 8 14 13 3 1
1 2 6 gJ 2 ogj 2 4

0 15 29 43 5' Pooled Effor" 
(Percent) r .

7 5t Sc 
- .]

85 100 r-i 0 15 29 43 57 7 1  85 100 
:ore jS Pooled Effort Scores 
L7 (Percent) i «  .16

U-t

Again the grades of F are dispersed over a range of
pooled effort scores as are the passing grades. No pass- 
fail point is apparent in the distributions above.

As further evidence that the conclusion from these 
observe.tions is valid, the statistical tests of the sig­
nificance of the difference between mean grades for par­
ent populations from which the “low-effort" group and 
•'high— effortM group were drawn, show no significant 
difference at the 5/® level. This is true under either of 
the two definitions for Mlow-effort" or "high-effort11 des­
cribed in chapter five. The second definition, it might 
be recalled, considered the 3 1  individuals receiving low—
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est pooled effort ratings as having grades in the “low- 
effort “ group while grades given the 31 individuals re­
ceiving highest pooled effort ratings constituted the 
“high—effort“ group. Even grades given students who 
have received such diverse pooled effort ratings cannot 
be Judged as being significantly different according to 
the teets used.

Table 6 - 5
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for Groups of Low- 
Abllity Students Classified as Lovz-Effort and Hlgh-Effort 
(Instructors' Scores and Final Examination Scores were 
based on a 15 point Scale. Course Grade Totals range 
from 2 to 3 0 )

Type of Score
Low-Effort Group HiKh-Effort Group
3 1  individuals 
receiving lowest 
pooled effort 
rating scores

31 individuals 
receiving highest 
pooled effort 
rating scores

Basic 111 
Instructors' Score

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

7.71 1.73 9.45 2.04
Final Examination Score 4.84 2.23 5.29 2.13
Course Grade Total 1 2 . 7 2 3.03 14.59 3.29

Basic 121 
Instructors' Score 5.55 1.7 7 6.42 2.10
Final Examination Score 5.84 2 . 0 6 6 . 3 2 1.95
Course Grade Total 11.39 3.20 HCO«CjH 3.64

M
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ThiB table shows that in every instance the high- 
effort group received a higher mean score; however, the 
differences are not sufficient to be statistically sig­
nificant at the 5# level. It might be noted that the 
mean course grade score received by the low-effort group 
in Basic 111 would be given the letter grade of D while 
the corresponding mean for the high-effort group would 
receive a grade of C. In Basic 121, mean course grades 
received by both low and high-effort groups would have re­
ceived the D grade.

The fact that mean scores for the high-effort group 
are consistantly higher than corresponding mean scores 
for the low-effort group indicates that effort was, to a 
small extent, being reflected in the marks given in Basic 111 
and Basic 121. Effort was not related sufficiently for 
using it as a criterion by which to make pass-fail Judg­
ments, however.

In Chapter five, care was taken to point out the
underlying assumptions for the tests of significance that
were used in analyzing the data. It was recognized that
those assumptions were not fully satisfied by the proced­
ures for collecting data. In spite of this, the tests 
determined the same conclusion that was reached independ­
ently by the Basic College Educational Research Committee
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from study of the scatter diagrams upon which tables 
6 - 2 ,  6 - 3 *  6 - 4 ,  and 6 - 5  are based.

The original hypothesis of the Basic College Ed­
ucational Research Committee that ''among a group of stu­
dents, all low in ability, effort should be a significant 
factor differentiating those who pass from those who fail" 
is not necessarily refuted by the inability of this study 
to establish a pass-fall point. As has already been 
pointed out, the study was not able to determine a group 
of students who were "all low In ability". It is also 
probable that the pooled effort ratings were not accurately 
estimating the effective study effort being made by the 
students. An attempt was made to get as complete an es­
timate as possible by recording information and observations 
from several observers - each seeing the students' study 
effort from a different viewpoint. However, by studying 
the ratings from the various observers, it becomes obvious 
that they are not rating the same variable. For example:

Table 6 - 6
Correlations of Effort Ratings by the Various Observerson the Same Low-Ablllty Students
Observer Classification 1. 2. 3. 4.*

.02 .16 .24
--- .21 .22

---- .59
4. The Basic 121 Instructors - ^
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It Is not surprising that there was so little agree­
ment between the various types of ratings. They were ob­
tained. from different observers having differing amounts 
of experience in making objective evaluations of student 
effort, the observations were made In different environmen­
tal situations, and the ratings were recorded on different, 
non-standardized measuring Instruments. No attempt was 
made, prior to collecting data, to obtain agreement among 
the various observers as to what constituted study effort.

The self-evaluations of the students in the study 
have, as a general rule, lower correlations with other 
effort ratings than do estimates by any of the other 
types of observers. This Is understandable In light of 
their lack of experience In comparing various study ef­
forts^ and in light of the personal subjectivity involved in 
Judging their own performance.

The most agreement occurred between ratings by the 
Basic 111 Instructors and those by the Basic 121 instructors 
There were several factors that would foster agreement, 
such as: Both sets of ratings were recorded on the same
measuring instrument. Both sets of observations

lln connection with this It is interesting to note that when the student ratings of their own study effort were correlated with the number of hours per week they listed as having used for studying their Basic 111, the correl­
ation was only .32. For Basic 121 it was .35*

d
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were made in comparable classroom environments. Both sets 
of Judgments were made by experienced teachers, persons 
well acquainted with the results of student effort. But, 
even though these factors favored similarity of rating, 
the extent of that similarity was surprisingly small (.39).

When all of the factors promoting divergence among 
the various effort ratings are considered, it is not too 
difficult to understand why the correlations listed in 
the table were so low. It can also be seen why the pooled 
effort rating as determined in this study might not rep­
resent the actual study effort put forth by the student.
The student made the only estimate of that total effort and 
that estimate showed a definite bias; the other ratings were 
but estimates of partial study effort, as observed in re­
stricted environments.

Even though the pooled effort rating was but a first 
approximation to a perfect representation of the students1 
effort, it did reveal some evidence that the hypothesis 
proposed by the Basic College Educational Research Committee 
might be Justified; however, it was too crude an approxi­
mation to be used for determining a pass-fall point.

While there was apparent disagreement between ob­
servers as to what might constitute student effort, each
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individual instructor seemed to have a definite idea as 
to what the term meant. The correlations between the 
first and second ratings made by the Instructors were .81 
for Basic 111 and .62 for Basic 121 paired ratings. The 
second ratings were made several weeks after the first and 
were therefore based on more observations. Student effort 
or its overt appearance would probably not remain constant 
during that interval. For these reasons, the correlations 
are considered to be relatively high.

Even though the Instructors recognize certain evidences 
of effort being exhibited by their students, their appraisal 
of effort is not reflected to any appreciable extent in the 
grades that they give. The correlation between instructor1s 
rating of students effort and Instructor's mark was only 
•38 for Basic 111 and .22 for Basic 121. Since these corre­
lations were so low, it is questionable that the Instructor's 
appraisal of effort could be used as a basis for establishing 
a pass-fail point. The distributions are shown in the 
following table:
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Table 6 - 7
Frequency Distributions Tor Instructors1 Ratings of Students1 Efforts and Instructors1 Grade

Basic 111 Basic 121p
uo%-»ViW
ViO
50a
paJ
CQ
UOPo=»
PataM

9
8
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2

i 1 T 1
6 3 1

5 12 10 1
9 l

4 23 6
2 6
3 1 1

l

* 10
v«w
O
9•Hp
«
mt*opo3
PaC

9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2

Instructors' Grade 
r = .38

“S nr 1
2 i

2 2 ii 2
4 3 7 2
2 13 19 3
1 9 7 1
3 5 3

1 2 1

Instructors' r = .22 Grade

Here again It is not possible to establish a pass-fail 
point, as was surmised from the correlations. The F grades 
are scattered throughout the various effort ratings.

Apparently "Effort" as it Is recognized and observed 
by the instructors is not influencing the Instructors' 
grading to any appreciable extent, and "Effort" as it is 
indicated by the pooled effort ratings, while slightly re­
lated to achievement, Is not sufficiently discriminating 
to be used for the establishment of a pass—fall point.
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In investigating how instructors1 marks might "mean­
ingfully supplement" final examination grades, factors 
other than effort were considered. These factors were the 
student's general attitude toward the course as appraised 
by the Instructors, the Instructor’s judgment as to the 
student's ability to master the skills and materials of 
the course, and the student's stated Interest in the course*

It was felt that the impressions the instructor re­
ceived relative to the student's attitude and ability 
might influence the grade given the student by that in­
structor. The extent of that influence might be Judged 
by examining the correlations of Instructors' ratings 
with instructors' scores and with final examination scores, 
the latter correlation being used as an index of the re­
lationship between the variable that was rated and the per­
formance level of the student. Any difference between the 
two correlations will be examined to determine whether 
final examination grades have been "meaningfully supplemen­
ted" by the instructors' marks with regard to the variable 
under consideration.

The findings of this study relative to the Instructors' 
appraisals of the students' attitudes are as follows:
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Table 6 - 8
Correl&tlonB of Instructors1 Ratings of Students1 General Attitudes Toward Basic 111 and Basic 121 with Instructors1 Harks and Final Examination Scores*

Type of Grade
Basic 111 Ratings Basic 121 Ratings

Instructors' Harks .40 .24
Final Examination Scores .12 .07
It can be seen that the Instructors' marks do reflect 

the Instructors' appraisal of student attitude to a greater 
extent than do the final examination scores.

The student's general attitude toward the course should 
Include many factors that are educationally desirable. For 
Instance, a good healthy attitude might include a desire 
to learn more about the subject and how it relates to all 
other of life's endeavors. Such a desire might lead the 
student, In future years, to continue his study and even­
tually become a leader in the field.

It might Indicate qualities such as cooperativeness, 
a constructively critical attitude, or other equally worth­
while factors. To the extent that the instructor* s Judg­
ment of the student's general attitude does take into 
account factors of the type Just described, it can be 
Interpreted that the instructors' mark is "meaningfully" 
supplementing the final examination grade.
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One of the factors that might enter into the students1 
general attitude and about which Information has been ob­
tained is the student's interest in the course* The 
correlations found in this study between the student's 
stated Interest in the course and the instructor's rating 
of the same student's general attitude toward the course 
are -.02 for Basic 111 and .05 for Basic 121. Whatever 
the Instructor's ratings Include, they do not reflect the 
interest that the students claim to have in the course.
If the students are really interested to the extent that 
they have Indicated, they are not conveying an impression 
of that Interest to their Instructors in Basic 111 or 
Basic 121.

Apparently the instructors have largely determined 
their opinion of the student's general attitude by mid­
term. This is indicated by the correlations between 
their first and second ratings which were .71 for Basic 
111 ratings and .67 for Basic 121 ratings.

Although each Instructor largely agrees with himself, 
as shown above, there is little agreement between the 
Basic 111 instructors as a group and Basic 121 instructors 
in rating the same students' general attitudes toward 
those respective courses. For the low-abillty group, the
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correlation was .39 and for the high—ability group as pre­
viously defined, it was *15. This might tend to refute 
the idea that students have a general attitude toward 
studying or studies that largely determines their attitudes 
toward specific courses. They certainly do not claim to 
have the same interest in both courses. The low-ablllty 
students' stated interest in Basic 111 correlated but 
.08 with their stated interest in Basic 121. For the hlgh- 
ablllty group, the correlation was .00.

It would appear from the findings above that the in­
structors' rating of the students' general attitudes do 
relate more strongly to the instructors' mark than to the 
final examination grade. It apparently does not Indicate 
the students' stated Interest in the course. It is a fairly 
reliable measure and ln-so-far as it reflects educationally 
desirable factors, it can be Interpreted as "meaningfully" 
supplementing the factual and skill aspects of the final 
examination grades.

The A.C.E. Psychological Examination proved to be a 
poor predictor of the marks the students received in 
Basic 111 and Basic 121. The question arises: Would the
Instructor's own estimate of the student's ability be a 
better predictor? This will be considered with some re—
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structor^ estimate influence the Instructor's mark?
Does the instructor's estimate of the student's ability 
relate more strongly to the Instructor's mark than to 
the final examination score?

Consider the following Information:
Table 6 - 9

Correlations of Instructors' Ratings of Low-Abllity Students' Ability to Meet the Requirements of the Course with Instructors' Marks and Final Examination Grades in Basic 111 and Basic 121*
Type of Grade Basic 111 Ratings

Baslo 121 Ratings
Instructors' Marks ,68 ,62
Final Examination Grades ,20 .42
Again there is a greater relationship to the in­

structors' marks than to the final examination grades.
The correlations shown in this table are higher then 

corresponding correlations for attitude and effort as 
Indicated in Table 6 - 8  and in the discussion of effort 
ratings, indicating greater relatedness between this 
variable and marks than found for the previously discussed 
variables.

It is entirely possible that the student's perform­
ance, his evidence of mastery of the skills and materials, 
enters into the instructor's appraisal of that student's



lt,ted questions, such as: To what extent does the in­
structor^ estimate Influence the instructor's mark?
Does the instructor*s estimate of the student*s ability 
relate more strongly to the instructor*? mark than to 
"cne final examination score?

Consider the following information:
Table 6 — 9

Correlations of Instructors* Ratings of Low-Abllity 
Students* Ability to Meet the Requirements of the Course 
v;ith Instructors' Marks and Final Examination Grades in 
Basic 111 and Basic 121,

Basic 111 Basic 121
Type of Grade Ratines Ratings
Instructors' Marks .68 . 6 2

Final Examination Grades .20 _____...
Again there is a greater relationship to the in­

structors* marks than to the final examination grades.
The correlations shown in this table are higher than 

corresponding correlations for attitude and effort as 
indicated in Table 6 - 8  and in the discussion of effort 
ratings, indicating greater relatedness between this 
variable and marks than found for the previously discussed 
variable s.

It is entirely possible that the student's perform­
ance, his evidence of mastery of the skills and materials, 
enters into the instructor's appraisal of that student's



-  82

ability to master those skills and materials. If this is 
so, there should he a high correlation between the ratings 
and the final examination grades.

Those correlations were higher than corresponding 
correlations for the other two variables previously con­
sidered and higher than the correlations of A. C. E. 
Psychological Examination with final examination grades 
(correlation of . 06  for Basic 111 and .09 for Basic 121). 
However, they are not as high as the correlations between 
instructors' ratings of ability and instructors' marks.

Only a portion of the rating can be Justified as 
being proven ability as shown by final performance. This 
indicates that, to some extent, unfulfilled promise of 
mastery has Influenced the instructors' marks. To the 
extent of tnis influence, the instructors* marks do not 
"meaningfully" supplement the final examination grades.

In mailing their ratings of the students' ability, 
as was the case in rating attitude, each Instructor agreed 
strongly with his own earlier ratings of the same factor. 
The correlations between first and second ratings were .85 
for Basic 111 and .83 for Basic 121. This indicates that 
the instructors' Judgments were largely determined by 
mid-term. This, coupled with the evidence of only partial
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Ju£tiricat 1 on Tor their ability ratings, strongly suggests 
that the instructors were allov;ing early serf enhance by the 
stuCents to unduly inriuence the determination of instructors' 
marks for the quarter's v;crk. If this is true, it has no 
educational Justification.

It is recognized that in the field of human relations, 
first impressions are important factors in later decisions 
or actions, and certainly the teacher-pupil relationship 
is v.ell within that field. However, it is also recognized 
that first in_ ressions car. be, andfr ecuently are, wrong.

This is net to imply that the instructors' marks are 
being determined by* first I more _ h  m.., but the evidence 
strongly suggests that impressions made during the first 
half of the quarter unduly influence the instructors'
...irks*

The s 11_- f v... ? n t s above are based only on findings relative 
to the lov.’-ability gruu^. It is entirely possible that a 
similar comparison .~ight lend to different conclusions for 
cx l.igh-abilitp group. To discover whether this v;as so, a 
similar ana lysis was — tie of the data pertaining to the 
"1-1 gh-ability group" previously described. The findings were 
us follows:
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Table 6 - 1 0

Correlations of Instructors' Ratings of High-Ability 
Students' Ability to Meet the Requirements of the Course 
with Instructors' Marks and Final Examination Grades in 
3asic 111 and Basic 121.

Basic 111 Basic 121*Tyce of Grade Ratings Ratings
Instructors' Marks .52 .72
Final Examination Grades JtZ_ - .14 ..
♦Basic 121 Correlations are eased i yon only 24 students. 
Since the correlations with. Basic 121 ratings are based 

u.on so fev; cases, the findings mi ;ht be less representative 
of the larger p ’ou. than is the case for Basic 111 ratings.
If the difference is actually as great as indicated, teacners in 
Brsic 121 appear to be greu.tly overestimating the ability 
of their high-ability students*

The Basic ill correlations indicate that for the high- 
nbility jroup, the instructor s' Jud p.x-nt g of students' 
ability are in agreement uith the evidence of ability shown 
on the final examination. When this Is considered with the 
findings for the iow-ability students it appears that the 
higher— ability students exhibit a certain performance level 
and tend to live up to it throughout the quarter, but the 
lov;-ability students do not tend to live up to their early 
^ erf or. .ance in the Communication Shills course. However, 
the instructors, ap_.ar-ontly iu-.. In.j formed an estimate of 
ability based upon the student's early performance, 
continue to hold to that opinion and seemingly allow it to 
influence their marks.
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Agaln there v;as very little agreement between ratings 
by the Basic 111 instructors as a group and the Basic 121 
instructors. For the low-ability group, the correlation 
was .20, and for the high-ability group it was .3 0 . 
Apparently the early performance in Basic 111 is essenti­
ally different from early performance in Basic 121, re­
gardless of the student’s ability level. Tills might be 
accounted for by the common acceptance that men are more 
interested in science and do better in it than do v;omen, 
ahile v;omen are more interested in communication subjects 
and do better in them than do the men. Such an explanation 
•:juli be a convenient device, but the data of this study 
do not prove it true, although they tend to support it.

Table o - 11
The Means and Standard Deviations for Ratings Indicating 
the Interest In Basic 111 and In Basic 121 Stated by Low 
Ability Men and Low-Abllity Women.

Mens’ Ratings Womens' Ratines!
Sub .1 ect Mean S.D. Mean S.D,.
Coi.imunication Skills 4.18 1.00 4.41 1.00
Natural Science . 3.67__ 1.26 2 *52 1.38

The ratings were made on a six-point scale. Stat­
istical analysis shows no significant (5^ level) differ­
ence between the mean ratings by men and women for either 
subject. However, the trend is in accordance with common 
belief that women ore better in communications work, and
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men are better In science.
Table 6 - 1 2

The Means and Standard Deviations for Course Grades Given 
in Basic 111 and Basic 121 to Low-Abillty Men and Low- 
Ablllty Women.

Mens' Grades Womens1 GradesSub .1 e c t Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Communication Skills 13.0 3.11 14.8 j.38

Natural Science 1"- 4 4.42 12.0 oo•

The womens1 mean grade was significantly higher than 
the mens' mean grade in Communication Skills while the 
mens' mean grade was higher than the womens' mean grade 
in Natural Science. The means were not significantly 
different (5)£ level) f however.

The findings of this comparison by Itself do not oer- 
mit a definite statement that the different Interest patterns 
and skills of the tv;o sexes is responsible for the low 
correlations between the Basic 111 instructors' ratings of 
students' ability and the Basic 121 Instructors' ratings 
of the same students' ability. However, any difference be­
tween the sexes with regard to the skills and materials of 
the respective courses would tend to reduce the correlation 
of ability ratings by the two groups of Instructors.

In a further study to see whether sex differences 
might appear In the ratings given, the following findings 
appeared:
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Table 6 - 1 3
Means and Standard Deviations for Ratings and Scores Re 
ceived by Low-Ability Men and Low-Abillty Women.

Mens' Ratings 
or Scores

Womens' Ratings 
or Scoreslyce of Rating or Score Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

A.C.E. Test-Retest Average 6.9 k 2.2o 7.44 1.53
111 instructors' 

of Effort
Rating

6.3.0 1.67 6.25 1.67
121 Instructors' 

of Effort
Rating

5. Oh 1.61 1.79
111 Instructors' 

of Attitude
Rating

7.22 1.79 . . 7.46 1.70
121 Instructors' 

of Attitude
F.ating

6.71 1.33 6.33 . 1.30
ill Instructors' 

of Ability
.iat i ng

5.5.4 -!  ̂f ■ 1. CH. 6.22 .-1.5-2
121 Instructors' 

of Ability
Rating

 ̂*4.7. 1 2- 5.2.7. _ 1.67 _
In only one set of ratings was there a statistically 

significant (5,5 level) difference of means. That set of 
ratings was the Sasic ill instructors' ratings of the stu-

t *bility. Apparently ohe instructors felt that th
•;uen students in the low-ability group were more capable 
of meeting the course requirements. none of the other 
ratings show such a marked difference. There was no sig­
nificant difference in ne:n score for the A.C.E. Psychol­
ogical Examination test-retest average between the men and 
women low-ability students.
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Cnly In the first set of scores is there a signif­
icant difference between the means. The Instructors in 
Basic 111 gave the low—ability women students significantly 
higher scores than they gave the lov-ability men students. 
This was consistent with their ratings of the students' 
ability. However, the final examination scores in Basic 
111 failed to show any significant difference between the 
— can scores for the two groups. Tice table does shov; the 
women receiving a larger near: score, but not sigr.ilicantly 
o , -u i.it I’1 i m u  — CAm.j.ic- il viu >

bice:, the Basic 111 instructors' score v.-as added to the 
final examination score, the composite, called the course 
grade, also shoved a significant difference between means 
for the men - vomer: groups (see Table 6 - 1.1).

In analyzing all of the ratings and grades given by
uctors or obtained m  final examinations, by comparing

those given men to those giver, women, the following appears 
evident: In every instance but one, the tendency was for
v.umer to rate better than — en ir. Ccm:unication Shills and 
vice versa in natural Science. However, with but two 
major exceptions the difference between mean ratings or 
scores was not statistically significant (5,1- level). Tice 
t-,m exceptions were in the Basic 111 instructors1 ratings

c w * ct* i v t  —  . ± I**.*- «* •- . m. i . 1 1  i u b  b -  a t  u b -  rt
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marks. Since the final examination scores in Basic 111 
failed to show a significant difference between the mens1 
mean score and the womens1 mean score, it is questionable 
v/hether such a big difference existed as was indicated 
by the instructors1 marks. If such a difference did not 
actually exist, then there was a factor entering into the 
instructors' marks that could not be Justified education­
ally. If it aid actually exist, the final examination 
was too weak to show It.

As a further test of the validity of the Instructors' 
ratings of the students* ability, the ratings given the 
high-ability group were compared with the ratings given the 
low-ebillty group. The findings were as follows:

Table 6 — 15
The Means and Standard Deviations for Ratings of Students' 
Ability on 114 Low ar.d ?l Hlgh-Ability Students by the 
Basic 111 and Basic 121 Instructors.

Ratings on 
Low-Ability 
Students

Ratings on 
K1gh-Ad 111ty 

Students
Type of Rating Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
111 Instructors' Rating 5.JZ-7 1.64 7.36 .. 1..52
121 Instructors' Rating 5*2$. . 1-58 7.50 ..1.67

In the first case there was no significant difference 
(5^ level) between the mean ratings given txie two groups.
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The second set of ratings, however, shoved a significant 
difference between the means for the low-ablllty and hlgh- 
ability groups. Apparently the Basic 111 instructors 
could not see sufficient difference between the high-and 
lov-ablllty students to make that difference significant. 
The Basic 121 instructors did see significant ability 
differences between the two-ability groups. In both 
analyses, however, the t ratio was very close to the 
critical value.

To see whether the marks given also reflect the 
same ability judgments, the following information was 
obtained:

Table 6 - 16
Means and Standard Deviations of Instructors' Scores Given 
to 117 Lov-Ablllty Students and 23 High-Ability Students 
by Their Basic 111 and Basic 121 Instructors.

Scores Given 
Low—Ability Students

Scores Given 
High-Ability Students

Subject Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
3asic 111 6.59 2.10 10.65 2 . 2 6

Basic 121 6.45 2.47 „  ...... , . 2.21
In both cases there was a significant difference be­

tween the means for the two groups. In giving end-of-quarter 
marks, both sets of Instructors saw differences between the 
two ability groups that proved to be statlstlca.lly significant.
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When both tables are considered together, it would 
seem that both the Basic 111 and Basic 121 Instructors 
found differences in ability between the hlgh-abillty stu­
dents as a group and the low-abllity students. However, the 
Basic 111 instructors, in accordance with their general 
tendency to rate all students favorably, gave ability rat­
ings to the two groups that barely showed "no significant 
difference" at the 5a> level of confidence.

One additional factor was thought to have a contribu­
tion to make to the over-all picture of grades and their 
cclaposition. One of the major problems in teaching is 
i:.otiVc.tion and the student's interest in the subject is 
considered to be a motivational factor. However, previous 
studies as reported by Cole^ failed to show much relation­
ship between the interest that was indicated by the student 
and the grades that he received. The findings of this 
study were in agreement with the other studies mentioned.
The findings of this study are as follows:

I'Cole, Luella, The Background for College Teaching. 
Farrar and Rhinehart, Inc., 19^0, pp. 226-228.
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Table 6 - 1 7
Jorrelatione Between End of Quarter Scores and Low-Ability 
students' Stated Interest in Basic 111 and Basic 121.

Ivue of Score
Students* Stated 
Interest in 
the Course

Jasic 111 Instructors* Score .35
kisic 111 Final Examination Score i » o H

iasic 121 Instructors* Score .24
a.sic 121 Final Examination Score ..... ...............

It would appear that the Instructors* score in Basic 
.11 is nost strongly relr ted to the students' stated in** 
;ci’v st. Possibly this is Influenced by the Instructors' 
n'nernl tendency to ^rade favorably and the tendency of 
;1? students to sound more interested than they really are.

At most, there is little relationship between the 
tudvrnts* stated interest and the end-of-quarter scores 
a .at tney t,

Cole** concludes "One reason for the low relationship 
a? tween interest and marks may be that once a student is 
;ver the 'threshold* of enthusiasm, he is sufficiently 
r timulat ed to pass his work; the grade he receives is,then, 
;riu: rily a function of his ability and his previous prep- 
iwtion for the course."



CHAPTER VII 
CONCLUSIONS AND RE C 01-II-IEN DAT ION S

Tills study was primarily concerned with the problem 
of establishing, if possible, pass-fail points for Basic 
111 and Basic 121 on a basis of appraisals made of the 
effort put forth by low-ability students. The general 
hypothesis proposed by the Basic College Educational 
Research Committee was that 11 among a group of students, 
all low in ability, effort should be a significant factor 
differentiating those who pass from those who fail."

The findings of this study lead to the conclusion 
that it Is not possible with the instruments and tech­
niques herein described to establish such pass-fail points. 
One of the reasons for tills conclusion was the inability 
to predict which students were of truly low ability. As 
a result, the low-ability group included many capable stu­
dents - students who were not in danger of failing whether 
they put forth great effort or not.

Another reason for the conclusion was the inability to 
obtain a pooled effort rating that truly represented the 
students' study effort. There se.-med to be little agreemen 
among the various observers as to the effort that was being 
made. Even the ratings by the Basic 111 and Basic 121 In­
structors v:ere little related, though they had many reasons 
for being siiail r. Low relationships betv;esn the self-
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m t i n g s  of the students and the ratings by other obser­
vers could be readily explained in light of differences 
in rating instruments, differences in opportunities for 
observation, differences in experience backgrounds, and 
differences in objectivity. Other factors such as a 
general bias toward the more favorable ratings by the 
studen us and oy t.nelr Basic 111 ins ui'uctor1 s also ue— 
cr= -..~ed the extent to which the pooled effort ratings 
discriminated betv;een the grade levels.

Individual ratings such as the instructors1 ratings 
of students' effort were little better than the pooled 
effort ratings for the _urgose of establishing a pass- 
fail point. In fact, there was little relationship be- 
t'.veen instructors' rating of effort and the marks given by 
those same instructors, where greater corre sgondence alight 
have been expected. Apparently the Basic 111 and Basic 
lhl instructors did not allow their opinions as to the 
students' effort to Influence appreciably the murks that
they gave the student at the end of the quarter.

While the evidence shown In chapter six suggests that 
the proposed hypothesis might be valid, gross effort, the 
over-all quantity of effort, or the physical manifestation 
of that quantitative effort seemed to have little relation-
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ship to either the instructors' marks or the final exami­
nation scores. This suggests that more refined instruments 
must De developed to measure effective effort before a pass- 
fail point can oe established on a basis of student effort.

The conclusion reached in this study relative to the 
estaollshment of a pass-fail point was in agreement with 
the conclusion reached independently by the Basic College 
Educational Research Committee. They state: "For the
present, at least, there appears to be no solution to the 
problem of grading by attempting to relate a pass-fail point 
to the effort made by students. It is clear that even the 
lowest ability students admitted to the col]ege have oppor­
tunity to make satisfactory grades - ever. E's are not un­
common among this group - but the more obvious and overt 
aspects of effort or application seem unrelated to achieve­
ment as appraised either by instructors or by examinations."

The secondary concern of this study was to investigate 
relative to three factors other than effort, the extent to 
which the instructors' marks "meaningfully supplement" the 
final examination scores. The first such factor considered 
was the student’s general attitude toward the course as

Basic College Educational Research Committee, The Assign­
ment of Term harks in the Basic College. Mimeographed 
fteporT7 Michigan 3taTe College, M a r c h 1953, 9 humb. leaves.
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appralsed by the Instructors.
It was round, with respect to this factor, that the 

instructors' marks did supplement the final examination 
scores. To the extent that the instructors' appraisals of 
the students' general attitude toward the course were based 
upon educationally worth-while traits, habits, or attitudes, 
the instructors' marks "meaningfully" supplemented the final 
examination scores.

It was found that there was a stronger relationship 
between the instructors' ratings of the students' general 
attitude and the instructors' marks than between those same 
ratings and the final examination scores. This was taken 
as evidence that the instructors’ marks were supplementing 
the final examination scores in the determination of the 
course grade.

The one possible component of the students' general 
attitude about which this study obtained information was 
the students' interest in the course. The students' stated 
Interest in the course had little, if any, influence on the 
ratings given by the Instructors relative to the students' 
general attitude toward the course. Since other studies 
have shown little relationship between toe students' inter­
est in a course and their ability to achieve in the course, 
the alight relationship found in this study between students'
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stated Interest and Instructors' ratings of students' gener­
al attitude might mean that more educationally worthwhile 
factors were the bases for the Instructors' ratings. If 
this were true, then the instructors' marks did "meaning­
fully" supplement the final examination scores.

The second factor considered in the study of "meaning­
ful" supplementation of final examination scores by the 
instructors' marks was the instructors' Judgments as to 
the students' ability to meet the requirements of the course.

It was decided, upon examining the evidence of the study, 
that the instructors' marks did supplement, for the low- 
ability students, the final examination scores relative to 
the factor of student ability. However. they did not "mean- 
in: ;f ully11 sup element the f ixial examination scores.

There was a stronger relationship between the instruc­
tors' ratings of the low-ability stulents' ability to meet 
the requirements of the course and the Instructors' marks 
than between those same ratings and the final examination 
scores. Tills was taken as evidence that there was supple­
mentation between the instructors' marks and the final exami­
nation scores for the low-ability students.

The evidence was contradictory in the case of high- 
abillty students. There was about the same relationship 
between the Basic 111 instructors' ratings of the students'
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abillty and the Basic 111 instructors' scores as between 
those ratings and the Basic 111 final examination scores. 
However, there was extensive difference between the corres­
ponding relationships for Basic 121. Since this latter 
set of relationships was based upon only 24 cases, it was 
discounted as possibly not representing the true situation 
for all high-abillty students.

It appeared that the Basic 111 instructors were bas­
ing their ratings of students1 ability upon the evidence 
of performance obtained early in the quarter. The high- 
abillty students seemed to live up to that estimate of their 
ability and to perform at about the same level on the final 
examination. The low-ability students, however, seemed to 
fall short of their instructors' estimates when they took 
the final examination. The Basic 111 Instructors' marks, 
however, reflecting the instructors' rating of the stu­
dents' ability to a greater extent than did the final ex­
amination scores, indicated that the instructors' Judgment 
as to the students' ability was unduly influencing the 
instructors' score. It therefore, seemed that the instruc­
tors' score contained an element of unfulfilled promise of 
achievement. If this were so, then to an extent the lnstruc 
tors' marks, while supplementing, were not "meaningfully" 
supplementing the final examination scores. This non­
meaningful supplementation seemed to be greater in extent
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than the "meaningful11 supplementation of either student 
effort or student attitude.

In an attempt to discover why there should be so little 
agreement between the Basic 111 instructors' ratings of 
students' ability and Basic 121 instructors' ratings of the 
same students' ability, a study was made of the various ratings 
and marks or scores to see whether women and men were being 
appraised or graded differently. It was found that only the 
Basic 111 instructors were able to see differences in ability 
and performance between the sexes that proved to be statis­
tic ally significant. The women receiveu. iilgher mean ratings 
and mirks from the Basic 111 instructors than did the men.
This in spite of the fact that the same Instructors could see 
no differences between the sexes on any of their other ratings 
that were statistically significant and the fact that the Basic 
ill final examination scores showed no statistically signifi­
cant difference between them.

The evidence did suggest that the low-ability women 
were doing somewhat better work in Basic 111 than the low- 
ability men and that freshmen women generally were signi­
ficantly better in English then freshmen men. However, to 
the extent that the Basic 111 instructors allowed a general 
opinion that women were superior to men in the skills and 
comprehensions relating to Communication Skills to influence 
the in marks giver, to low-ability students, those marks did 
not "meaningfully11 supplement the final examination scores.
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The third factor that was studied In considering 
"meaningful" supplementation between Instructors' marks 
and final examination scores was the students' stated 
interest In the course.

The findings were such that no general conclusion 
could be reached with regard to this factor. The students' 
stated Interest In the course was related to about the same 
extent to Instructors' mark and to final examination score 
in the case of Basic 121. It seemed that no supplementation 
occurred in this instance.

However, In the case of Basic 111, there seemed to be 
a greater relationship between students' stated Interest 
and instructors' marks than between students' stated Inter­
est and final examination scores. Thus there appeared to 
be some supplementation; however, it was questionable as to 
its meaningfulness since there was so little relationship 
between that stated interest and the Instructors' rating 
of the students' general attitude. The greater relation­
ship might be accounted for b^ the tendency on the part of 
the student to appear interested and the ten-ency on the 
part of the Basic 111 instructors to give more favorable 
marks. At least, the evidence was inconclusive.
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RECOMMSKDATIOH S

If the Basic College or some other educational unit 
desires to establish a pass-fail point on the basis of 
student effort, it is the recommendation of this study that 
they first find or develo}) a better predictive Instrument 
for the identification of truly low— ability students. Care­
ful consideration should be given to the question: Will a
prediction of general academic ability be sufficiently dis­
criminating to be useful for selecting persons low in the 
abilities required for the course under consideration? It 
is entirely possible that effort will not discriminate be­
tween those who should pass and those who should fail un­
less all of the students are low In the particular abllltles 
that are required for the particular course.

It is also recommended that they develop or find better 
instruments for obtaining data on the students' study ef­
fort. There are two aspects of effort that should be con­
sidered, the quantity and the quality. Most of the ratings 
obtained for this study dealt with quantity. For Instance, 
the dormitory assistants had no way of knowing how effective­
ly students might be studying —  they could only report on 
a oasis of having seen the students go through the motions 
of studying. The students themselves could report only that 
they had studied 11 some" or "quite a bit" or something else
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lndicating quantity.
It Is possible that a quantity rating might be suf­

ficient to discriminate Detween the grade levels if truly 
low— ability students are Involved. However, instructors' 
ratings in this study had such a slight relationship to 
all scores, Including the instructors' mark, for a relative 
lfc. X o ot o llity group that it is questionable whether a suf­
ficiently strong relationship would be found for truly low* 
ability students.

A quality rating on the students' effort might have 
a greater chance of discrlminating between passing and 
falling students titan a quantitative rating. However, 
such a qualitative rating will be more difficult to ob­
tain than a quantitative rating of the students' effort.

The Basic College, in its statement of general policy’, 
has stated that the Instructors' grades will be determined 
in the following manner:

The instructor's grade will be based on such 
evidence as is, in his judgment, appropriate and 
is in accordance with policies determined by his 
department and/or the dean.

Instructors' grades arid examination grades 
should meaningfully supplement rather than dupli­
cate each other.^

2oasic College. policies and rrocedures for Term End 
Examliiatlons and Tern Grades in the Basic College. Un- 
pub 11 i e c*. Bo mid e u» rjtatc Cullege . lg num d .
leaves.
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The Tindings or this study indicate that in the case- or 
low—ability students, some instructors1 marks appear to "be 
influenced oy ihctors t^at are not meaningful in light or the 
general purpose or the Basic College. With this in mind, 
iv;o recommendations are made.

ir the Basic College desires to live up to its state­
ment or general policy, an'extensive study should be made 
to discover what ractors are operative in the determination 
of instructors' marks Tor all students - not Just low-ability 
students. The ractors should then be evaluated as to their 
meaningrulness in light or the purposes or each department 
and or the college.

Secondly, an in-service program should be established 
so that basic College instructors who are successrul in 
observing and measuring those ractors which have been 
accepted as meaningful might heir: train others in the 
necessary techniques.

Should the recommendations of this study be followed, 
it is likely that the grading system would be improved 
and that the instructional staff would become more capable 
of promoting the objectives of general education for which 
the Basic College was founded.
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li >r ;• .HI JA 'i r S L \

istructors department: Course No.
Your Basic College Research Committee, at the request of Dear. Erickson, is now 

imaged in a study of student achievement. It is of utmost importance to this
,udy that you make as accurate an appraisal of________   as you can
, this time. Flease return this rating when completed to the Head of your Departme

Please indicate how this student impresses you by placing a 
ieck (vO mark at the proper place along the scale line; and 
Lso indicate the basis for your rating.
,udent»s Ability to meet the requirements of this course:

Check <✓> thO£ 
boxes below where 
you have no basi; 
for a judgment;

ow often has this student completed assigned work by the late that it was due? 
Never Oocastonally Frequently

cVerv Low Average . . . Very High  ^  mi f 4.------- f---- —  r-  i-------- 1  f-------- 1— ----

Hating is based upon; / fdery limited , ^Sufficient , ..Extensive 
(Check-s/Cne) observation 'observation "observation

rrlent's Effort toward mastering the skills and materials of this course:
Mot Trying Doing a Pair Amount . V.orking Very.Hard 4------ r_y.— ---  ^--------- 4  ---  -f .— ;--- 1 -   4- - ----- f --------- ---------f - 4-------

.Hating is based upon: ( )Very limited  ̂ ^Sufficient ( ^Extensive
(Check*/ One) observation observation observation

tu lent' s general Attitude toward this course;

Very Foor Ordinar1'- Very Coed h------r------ *---- + - - - ♦ —   *  f----- ■— +— ---- *------ —  j__
Fating is based upon; / \Very limited / \ Sufficient  ̂ ^Extensive
(Check/*One) observation observation observation

n
rat. in?- is be sod upci.j .Very limi'ted. , v Sufficient , % Extensive
(Check^Onc) observation observation observation

ow often has this student done more than just the work that was assigned?
f’over Occasional ly   _ Frequent-) y _________ Always
h 'it in g is based upon; / \ V e r y limited / -.Sufficient / \ Extensive
(Ch'CkV^One) observation observation observation

he amount of extra help requested by this student:
No Ex t r a  ___ tome      Much___________ An Excessive

alp." Amount
f a letter gra lo wcrr to be placet upon this student * s work so far in the course 
hat grate woul; it be?

Pmments;_______________________________________

t

Use the back of this blank for additional comments if desired.



ar Student:
The Basic College Research committee is making a study to see if the interest 

at students take in their Basic College courses is related to the studying that 
ey are doing for those courses. To get an over-all picture, it is necessary to 
estion a few students that are representative of the general student body. You 
ppen to be one of the students selected to represent your group. An accurate 
sponse to the questions below will be greatly appreciated by the Research Committee

The information that you give will be kept strictly confidential and will in no 
y influence the grades that you receive. Accompanying this sheet is a self 
dressed envelope in which to seal your reply. Give the sealed letter to your 
structor before you leave the classroom. He will place it in the Camous Mail 
thout opening it.

Basic 111 Section
ease check (V) the phrase that most nearly indicates your general interest in the 
urse named:

Communication Skills____ Bas 1c 111
X ) Not interested at"'all.
( ) Hardly interested.
( ) Somewhat interested.
( ) Quite interested.
( ) Very interested.
( ) Exceedingly interested.

Natural Science_____ Basic 121
X J-”Not interested at all.
( ) Hardly interested,
( ) Somewhat interested.
( ) Quite interested.
( ) Very interested.
( ) Exceedingly interested.

eck (v/ ) the words in the sentences below that best describe your studying for your 
sic courses so far this quarter:

{( ) a little j
'( ) some f (̂ ) less ?

studied i ( ) quite a bit( earlier in the quarter. I am studying % ( ) the same, new,
) very nard J /J ) more '

... , ‘Basic 111v much time on the average have you spent each v.reek in studying for 'gas-jc ^21 ---

v much help with your Basic studies have you obtained from other students so far 
Ls quarter? Check (\/ ) the phrase that most nearly indicates the amount.

Basic 111: ( ) None ( ) Some ( ) Quite a bit ( ) A great deal
Basic 121: ( ) None ( ) Some ( ) Quite a bit ( ) A great deal

i much extra help with your Basic studies have you obtained so far this quarter from 
itructors, tutors, dormitory assistants, etc.? Check (v/) the phrase that most irly indicates the amount.

Basic 111: ( ) None ( ) Some ( ) Quite a bit ( ) a great deal
Basic 121: ( ) None ( ) Some ( ) Quite a bit ( ) A great deal



ormitory:
STUDY ATTRIBUTES CHECK LIST

Room Number: Assistant:
The Basic College Research Committee is making a study of how student grades are 

slated to attitudes and study habits. It is of utmost importance to the study thal
au make as accurate an appraisal o f _________________________ as can be done at tJ
Lme. Information reported on this sheet will be held in strict confidence by the 
ssearch Committee. Please return the completed sheet to your Residence Advisor^
Please check (»✓ ) those expressions which best answer the question as far as the 

sove named student is concerned. If none of the expressions classify the student 1 
jur satisfaction, please write your appraisal in the blanks provided.
> what extent has this student been studying?
Not at all ( ) Very little ( )_______________________________________
About as much as most students do ( )
Quite a bit ( ) Very hard ( )'

I have no basis for a judgment at this time. ( )
’ the amount of studying done by this student has shown any change so far this tent 
lat has been the general nature of that change?
His studying has increased during this term ( )___________________________
His studying has decreased during this term ( )
His studying has been sporadic so far this term ( )___________________________

I have no basis for a judgment at this time. ( 5
lich of the following attitudes does this student have towards any or all of his
/udies:
Hates ̂  course "work. ( )some of his course work. ( ) ________________________________

, (all of his course work. ( )uisiiKes *̂ sone of his course work. ( )_______ ________________________________
.. .. , Jail of his course work. ( )Apathetic towards^3 OIne j^s course work. ( )

of‘ his course work. ( )niK.es j some of his course woi’k. ( )
Tn w , Tal1 his course work. ( )v\some °f his course work. ( )_____________________________ _____________

I have no basis for a judgment at this time. ( J~
at is your estimate of the number of hours per week that this student spends
udying? __

I have no basis for a judgment at this time. ( )
w much extra help with his studies does this student seek from other students?
None ( ) Some ( ) Quite a bit ( ) A great deal ( )
I have no basis for a judgment at this time. ( )

w much extra help with his studies does this student seek from instructors, tutors 
rmitorv assistants, etc.?
None ( ) Some ( ) Quite a bit ( ) A great deal ( )
I have no basis for a judgment at this time. ( )
e judgments above are based upon what information or observations?


